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PREFACE 
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There  is  little  need  of  a  preface  to  these  republished  letters  for  the 
majority  of  their  readers,  as  they  are  already  well  acquainted  with  the 
circumstances  which  elicited  them  ;  but  for  the  sake  of  strangers  to  the 
controversy  of  which  they  formed  a  part,  a  word  or  two  must  be  said  by 
way  of  introduction.  On  January  15th,  1885,  the  new  Roman  Catholic 
Church  of  St.  Peter's,  Portland,  N.  B.,  was  consecrated.  The  preacher 
on  the  occasion  —  Archbishop  O'Brien  of  Halifax — made  some  offensive 
allusion  to  the  English  Church  which  excited  considerable  feeling  in 
some  quarters,  and  elicited  more  than  one  sermon  from  Church  of  Eng- 
land clergymen,  traversing  the  Archbishop's  arguments  and  statements. 
One  or  two  letters  also  appeared  in  the  dailies.  Shortly  after  these, 
about  the  second  week  in  February,  appeared  two  letters,  or  rather 
"  Instructions,"  in  the  Globe,  headed  "  Roman  Catholic  Doctrine,"  by  a 
Roman  priest  of  Carleton  Co.,  N.  B.,  over  the  now,  de  plume  "Cleophas." 
The  first,  on  the  "  Visible  Church,"  was  fairly  well  done,  and  called  for 
no  remarks  ;  the  second,  on  "  Papal  Infallibility,"  drew  from  the  author 
of  this  pamphlet,  who  signed  himself  "  Catholic,"  fifteen  questions  which 
he  deemed  raised  insurmountable  objections  to  the  new  dogma  of  the 
Vatican.  The  results  of  this  controversy  have  in  no  way  shaken  that 
conviction. 

The  questions,  he  admits,  might  have  been  better  put ;  they  were 
drawn  up  hurriedly,  as  stated  in  a  foot  note  somewhere,  so  as  to  secure 
insertion  in  the  next  issue  of  the  Globe.  He  admits,  alsp,  that  for  a 
public  controversy  it  would  have  served  his  purpose  better  to  have 
restricted  their  number,  so  as  to  have  cut  off  all  opportunities  for  fogging 
ordinary  readers  unfamiliar  with  Roman  controversy. 

The  main  intention  of  the  series  is  obvious ;  namely,  to  show  that  the 
Vatican  dogma  was  utterly  unknown  to  the  Church  of  Apostolic  days, 
and  to  that  of  the  eras  of  the  great  Oecumenical  Councils ;  that  even 
after  Rome  had  fixed  her  yoke  upon  the  Churches,  Papal  Infallibility  was 
not  acknowledged;  and  that  even  since  the  Jesuits  have  labored  for 
nearly  three  centuries  to  get  the  dogma  accepted  in  the  Churches  of  the 
Roman  obedience,  it  has  been  continually  repudiated  by  divines  of  the 
Roman  Church  up  to  the  present  day. 

At  all  events,  the  questions  were  printed  in  the  Globe  in  the  form 
here  given,  and  a  lengthy  controversy  followed.    "Cleophas"  answered 
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them,  and  "  Catholic  "  criticised  his  answers  in  a  rejoinder  of  two  instal- 
ments; then  "Cleophas,"  in  seven  instalments,  replied  to  these,  and 
"Catholic"  followed  with  a  criticism  in  three  instalments. 

On  March  19th,  about  ten  days  after  the  appearance  of  "  Catholic's  " 
rejoinder  (p.  4)  another  Roman  Catholic  writer  appeared  signing  himself 
"  Veritas."  This  writer  came  forward,  so  he  said,  merely  to  protect  the 
honor  of  his  departed  friend  Archbishop  Connolly  of  Halifax.  His  first 
two  letters  were  answered  by  "Catholic"  in  a  letter  (p.  21)  and  a  post- 
script to  a  letter  to  "Cleophas  "  (p.  56) ;  his  third  and  last  letter,  in  which 
he  did  not  confine  himself  to  his  professed  object  in  writing,  was  an- 
swered in  detail  by  "Catholic"  (p.  76). 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  writer  to  publish  the  correspondence  in 
full,  but  as  the  letters  on  the  Roman  Catholic  side  are  so  very  lengthy, 
and  for  the  most  part  contain  much  irrelevant  matter,  and  those  of 
"  Cleophas  "  teem  with  coarse  invective  (from  which  "  Veritas' "  happily 
are  free)  he  decided  not  to  incur  the  heavy  expense  incident  on  printing 
the  whole,  especially  as  he  learnt  that  "Cleophas'  "  letters  were  already  in 
the  press,  and  would  probably  be  issued  in  pamphlet  form  before  his  own 
reprint  appeared.  The  writer,  therefore,  republishes  merely  his  own 
letters,  with  such  references  to  his  opponents'  arguments  as  tend  to 
make  their  meaning  clear,  together  with  a  somewhat  copious  Appendix 
corroborative  of  statements  contained  in  them. 

He  must  ask  his  readers  to  include  in  this  preface  the  last  paragraph 
of  page  30,  as  the  remarks  contained  in  it  belong  properly  to  the  v/hole 
of  the  letters.  .  , 

The  letters  are  printed  verbatim  as  they  appeared,  with  a  few  correc- 
tions of  grammar,  and  with  the  transference  of  some  parentheses  and 
references  to  the  foot  notes. 

On  the  appearance  of  "Catholic's"  criticisms  of  May  5  and  12,  a 
report  was  widely  circulated  both  in  St.  John  and  Portland  that  Father 
Davenport  constantly  attended  early  Mass  at  St.  Peter's,  Portland,  and 
was  preparing  for  Baptism  in  the  Roman  Church.  This  necessitated  the 
following  letter  to  the  Globe,  which  appeared  on  May  i6th. 

To  the  Editor  of  the  Globe  : 

Sir, — As  for  the  last  few  days  my  friends  and  I  have  been  inundated 
with  enquiries  as  to  the  truth  of  a  widespread  slanderous  report  "  that 
Father  Davenport  is  preparing  to  join  the  Roman  Church,"  I  shall  feel 
grateful  for  a  small  space  in  your  columns  to  abate  the  nuisance. 

We  have  pretty  good  c  vidence  whence  the  report  originates,  and  of 
the  reasons  which  have  prompted  the  falsehood.  It  is  an  open  secret 
now  who  are  the  writers  "  Cleophas  "  and  "  Catholic."  Of  course  noth- 
ing could  more  effectually  minimise,  just  for  the  moment,  the  force  of 
"  Catholic's  "  letters,  and  so  get  them  shelved  and  forgotten,  than  the 
assertion  that  their  author  was  about  to  join  the  ranks  of  Rome.  Such 
tactics,  borrowed  from  the  school  of  Ignatius  Loyola,  are  eminently 
Christian  and  noble,  I  dare  say,  but  1  fancy  the  generality  of  honest 
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English  folk  will  abhor  them.  It  is  not  an  uncommon  device,  as  witness 
the  scandalous  report  circulated  lately  in  the  old  country  concerninpj  the 
venerable  Archbishop  Trench.  My  letters,  however,  will  be  published 
shortly  in  cheap  pamphlet  form,  with  a  Preface  and  Appendix. 

Yours  very  truly, 
May  15,  1885.  John  M.  Davenport. 

It  may  be  well  to  state  that  the  writer  has  received  several  manu- 
script replies  to  his  questions  from  both  sides  of  the  water.  They  are 
all  so  much  alike,  and  echo  the  same  text-book  mistakes  and  fallacies 
to  be  found  in  "Cleophas,"  that  this  reprint  and  appendix  are  a  sufficient 
reply  to  most  of  their  arguments.  In  some  cases  they  assimilate  even 
in  words  and  phrases.  Pope  Sylvester,  for  instance,  is  the  mainstay  of 
all  replies  about  the  Council  of  Nice ;  while  on  the  Scripture  question 
of  Acts  XV.  they  are  monotonous  in  the  mistakes  they  share  with 
"Cleophas,"  and  show  how  slight  must  be  the  acquaintance  of  their 
authors  with  either  their  Vulgate  or  their  Douay  Bibles. 

I  have  placed  in  the  Appendix  (  O )  an  extraordinary  specimen  of  an 
answer  received  by  a  lady  of  the  English  Church  from  a  very  high 
'dignitary  indeed  of  the  Roman  Communion  (whose  manuscript  I  have 
in  my  possession)  to  illustrate  the  shifts  to  which  educated  Theologians 
are  driven  when  supporting  the  Vatican  decrees  at  the  expense  of  Holy 
Writ.  If  the  answer  had  been  simply  inadequate  I  should  not  have 
considered  it  fair  to  quote  it;  but  as  it  is  so  utterly  contrary  to  truth,  it  is 
well  we  all  should  know  how  Roman  Catholic  proselytizers  deal  with 
those  they  are  trying  to  win  over  to  their  Church. 

Festival  of  St.  Peter,  I SS5.  ' 
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PAPAL  INFALLIBILITY. 


To  the  Editor  of  the  "  Globe : " 

Sir,  —  Please  allow  me  to  ask  your  correspondent,  "  Cleophas," 
a  few  out  of  many  questions  which  a  perusal  of  his  letter  in  your 
last  night's  issue  suggests. 

If  St.  Peter  were  the  Supreme  Pontiff  and  Infallible  Teacher  of 
the  Church  in  his  day, — 

1.  How  is  it  that  at  the  first  Council  of  the  Church  at  which 
St.  Peter  spoke,  St.  James  the  Less  presided,  summed  up  the 
evidence,  and  formulated  the  decision  in  the  words,  "  Wherefore, 
my  decision  is,"  etc.  (ego  Krino)?* 

2.  How  is  it  St.  Peter  was  sent  with  St.  John  on  a  confirmation 
mission  to  Samaria  by  the  College  of  Apostles  ?  * 

Fancy  the  Cardinals  sending  the  Pope  on  such  an  errand ! 

3.  How  is  it  that  nothing  is  said  in  the  Acts  or  Epistles  about 
St.  Peter  holding  the  Popedom  of  Rome,  or  that  amid  so  much 
theological  controversy,  which  was  then  splitting  up  Christians 
into  parties,  calling  themselves  after  Paul,  Apollos  and  Cephas, 
they  were  not  all  referred  by  St.  Paul  to  Cephas  as  the  infallible 
guide  in  all  matters  c*   faith  and  morals  ? 

4.  How  is  it  that  St.  Paul  makes  no  reference  whatever  to  St. 
Peter's  all-important  position  as  Pope  when  writing  to  the  Romans 
so  late  as  the  year  58,  A.  D.? 

Next.  Supposing  St.  Peter  was  all  that  is  claimed  for  him, 
and  supposing  (what  is  a  large  assumption)  the  Popes  of  Rome 
to  be 'St.  Peter's  successors  and  of  all  his  special  privileges, — 

5.  How  is  it  that  the  two  most  important  by  far  of  all  CEcu- 
menical  Councils,  those  of  Nicaea  (325  A,  D.)  and  Constantinople 
(381  A.  D),  which  gave  us  the  Nicene  Creed  (that  great  bulwark 
of  orthodoxy  on  the  Trinity  and  the  Incarnation)  how  is  it  that 
they  were  convoked  not  by  Popes  but  by  Emperors  (Constantine 

1,  Acts  XV.,  19.  If  I  had  to  propose  this  question  again  I  should  omit  "the  Less"  in 
speaking  of  St.  James,  as  it  is  an  open  question  whether  or  not  he  were  the  Apostle,  and  I  my- 
self am  now  persuaded  that  he  was  not,  2.  Acts  viii.,  14. 
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and  Theodosius),  were  presided  over — not  by  Bishops  of  Rome 
— but  by  other  Bishops,  and  their  decrees  promulged  —  not  in  the 
name  of  Popes  of  Rome  —  but  of  the  Synod,  in  Synodal  Epistles? 

6.  How  is  it  that  Pope  Honorius,  issuing  dogmatic  decrees  on 
vital  points  of  doctrine  in  response  to  the  formal  and  solemn 
request  of  three  Eastern  Patriarchs  for  his  corroboration  of  the 
Faith  which  was  being  attacked,  published  flat  heresy,  and  was 
condemned  as  a  heretic  by  the  6th  CEcumenical  Council  at  Con- 
stantinople (68o  A.  D.)  and  his  writings  ordered  to  be  burnt?' 

7.  How  is  it  that  two  succeeding  Councils  and  twenty  succeed- 
ing Popes,  on  their  election,  confirmed  the  anathema  of  Honorius 
with  that  of  other  heretics  ? 

8.  How  is  it  that  Pope  Honorius'  name  appears  with  a  string 
of  other  heretics  in  all  Breviaries  till  they  were  tampered  with  in 
the  interests  of  the  Papacy  during  the  i6th  century,  as  Pere  Gratry 
shows  ? 

Note,  —  I  do  not  ask  whether  Honorius  was  a  heretic  —  Cardi- 
nal Manning  has  labored  hard  to  prove  him  orthodox  in  spite  of 
three  Councils  and  twenty  Popes — but,  guilty  or  not  guilty,  how 
is  it  that  the  aforesaid  Councils  and  Popes,  with  a  whole  host  of 
priests  reciting  their  Breviaries  for  hundreds  of  years,  dared  to 
condemn  a  Pope  for  heresy  and  say  "anathema  to  the  heretic 
Honorius,"  if  the  Church  then  held  the  dogma  of  Papal  InfalUbility  ? 

9.  How  is  it  that  Veron,  in  his  famous  book,  The  Rule  of  Cath- 
olic Faith,  which  for  200  years  was  the  standard  controversial 
treatise  against  Protestant  misrepresentations  of  Roman  doctrine, 
thus  sums  up:  "All  divines  consequently  are  agreed,  as  Bellarmin 
allows,  that  Papal  Infallibility  is  no  doctrine  of  the  Church  Cath- 
olic, but  a  new  and  unheard  of  dogma  f       , 


1,  Owing  to  very  hasty  compilation  from  memory,  so  as  to  catch  the  next  issue  of  the 
^^ Globe,"  Question  6  is  inaccurate.  The  inaccuracy,  however,  rather  weakens  than  helps  my 
argument.  It  should  read  :  "  How  is  it  that  Pope  Honorius  —  consulted  as  Patriarch  in  the  West 
by  three  Eastern  Patriarchs  upon  a  vital  question  of  the  Faith  —  by  his  formal  replies  supported 
the  Monothelite  heresy,  and  was  condemned,  &c.  ?  " 

The  reason  for  this  change  is,  that  two  of  the  Eastern  Patriarchs  —  Sergius  of  Constanti- 
nople and  Cyrus  of  Alexandria  —  favored  the  heresy,  and  sought  to  win  Honorius  to  their  side. 
Sophronius,  Patriarch  of  Jerusalem,  opposed  them,  and  besought  Honorius,  by  a  special  messen- 
ger— Stephen,  Bishop  of  Dora  —  to  use  his  influence  against  the  heresy.  In  spite  of  this, 
Honorius  sided  w^ith  the  heretics ;  .and,  therefore,  the  plea  that  Honorius  was  taken  unawares  by 
the  sophistical  arguments  of  Sergius  falls  to  the  ground.  This  fr.ct,  of  course,  adds  very  con- 
siderably to  "  Cleophas' "  difficulty. 
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10.  How  is  that  Keeiian,  in  his  Controversial  Catechism,  ap- 
proved for  use  by  Roman  Bishops  in  Scotland  and  in  the  United 
States,  calls  it  "a  Protestant  invention." 

11.  How  is  that  such  theologians  as  Prince  Archbishop 
Schwarzenberg,  Archbishop  Connolly  of  Halifax,  Archbishop 
Darboy  (Martyr),  Archbishop  Haynald,  Bishops  Dupanloup, 
Strossmeyer,  Clifford,  Rogers,  Hefele,  and  a  host  of  others, 
f3trongly  opposed  the  dogma  at  the  Vatican  Council,  and  that  learned 
men  like  Pere  Grtitry  and  Dollinger  wrote  vehemently  against  it, 
while  the  flower  of  the  French  and  German  Episcopate,  brow- 
beaten by  the  packed  Italian  majority,  begged  Pius  IX.,  in  private 
audience,  with  tears  in  their  eyes,  not  to  define  the  dogma,  and 
then  left  Rome  before  the  vote  was  taken  ? 

Could  all  these  things  be  if  Papal  Infallibility  were  in  the 
Church's  mind  from  the  very  first? 

Lastly  —  Supposing  the  dogmu  true  as  the  Roman  Church 
teaches, — 

12.  What  has  been  the  practical  value  of  it  to  the  Church  in 
the  past? 

13.  What  practical  use  since  it  was  defined? 

14.  What  practical  benefit  is  it  likely  to  prove  in  the  future  ? 

15.  To  remove  all  doubt  must  not  the  Pope  tell  us  when  he 

Yours  faithfully, 


speaks  ex  cathedra. 
February  11,  iSSj. 


Catholic. 
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The  replies  to  these  questions  appeared  on  February  25th.  -^ 
"Cleophas"  opened  with  an  objection  that  some  of  the  ques- 
tions were  based  upon  a  gratuitous  assumption  of  facts  which  he 
might  justly  leave  "Catholic"  to  prove  before  proceeding  further. 
He,  however,  condescended  to  waive  his  right,  lest  he  should  be  sus- 
pected of  a  desire  to  evade  the  questions  ;  introduced  a  few  refined 
compliments  to  his  opponent,  and  concluded  with  some  satirical 
remarks  about  his  nom  cte  ptume,  dnd  an  erronQOus  quotation  from 
Hudibras. 

The  drift  and  purport  of  his  several  answers  can  be  gleaned 
from  the  following  rejoinder. 


[The  "G^<5^,"  March  4th  ] 


"Catholic's"  Rejoinder  to  ''Cleophas.'* 


To  the  Editor  of  the  ''Globe:'' 

Sir, — "Cleophas'  "  replies  to  my  questions  are  so  long,  so  full 
of  error  and  misleading  statements,  that  a  rejoinder  to  confute  them 
thoroughly  would  require  a  pamphlet.  I  hope,  however,  you  will 
favor  me  with  space  at  least  for  a  first  instalment.  In  the  first 
place,  I  remark  that  "Cleophas"  (whom  hereafter  for  brevity's 
sake  I  will  initial)  avoids  in  several  instances  the  real  crux  ;  that  he 
shelves  questions  i  to  4  by  an  "  ignoratio  elenchi "  (if  I  may,  like 
him,  borrow  a  term  from  a  text-book  of  logic) ;  that  he  prints  in 
italics  under  5,  an  assertion  utterly  baseless ;  that  he  leaves  alto- 
gether untouched  the  main  difficulty  in  Honorius'  case,  notwith- 
standing my  note  after  No.  8 ;  that  he  passes  over  7  altogether ; 
that  in  no  way  does  he  attempt  to  reconcile  the  ancient  with  the 
modern  mode  of  promulgating  dogmatic  decrees ;  that  he  tries  to^ 
extract  the  sting  from  9  and  10  by  casting  a  slur  upon  my  veracity,, 
instead  of  by  fair  argument ;  and  that  he  leaves  1 2  unanswered. 
The  truth  of  these  assertions  will  appear  as  I  proceed. 

Before  noticing  the  fallacy  underlying  the  first  four  answers,  I 
observe  with  regard  to  "C.'s"  introductory  remarks,  that  to  what- 
ever extent  "  self-complacancy  "  enters  into  my  assumptions,  I  sin 
in  most  excellent  company.  To  take  the  first  instance  (which^ 
by-the-bye,  "  C."  does  not  prove  to  be  gratuitous),  the  Presidency 
of  St.  James  the  Less  at  the  first  Council  of  the  Church.  Does 
"C"  prefer  the  theory  that  another  James,  outside  the  Apostolic 
body,  was  here  Bishop  and  President  ?  If  so,  I  am  content ;  he 
only  adds  difficulty  to  his  solution  of  the  case ;  or  does  he  dispute 
the  title  of  President  for  St.  James  ?  Well,  St.  Chrysostom  backs 
me.     Here  is  his  comment  on  Acts  xv.  13.^    "This  James,"  says 
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he,  "  was  Bishop,  as  they  say,  and  therefore  he  speaks  last." 
*  *  *  *  «<  Hq  performed  here  the  part  of  teacher." 
**  His  also  iy  a  more  complete  oration,  as  indeed  it  puts  the 
"  completion  to  the  matter  under  discussion."  Further,  he  adds  : 
**  Observe  then  again  his  authority"  (as  Bishop)  :  "  Wherefore  my 
**  sentence  is  — "  A  little  further  on,  he  says :  "  After  Peter,  Paul 
" speaks  and  none  silences  him;  James  waits  patiently,  great  is 
**  the  orderliness  of  the  proceedings.  No  word  speaks  John  here, 
"  no  word  the  other  Apostles,  but  held  their  pe^ce  and  think  it  no 
*'  hardship,  for  James  was  invested  with  the  chief  rule  (italics  are 
"  mine).  So  clean  was  their  soul  from  love  of  glory."  (Observe 
the  allusions  here  to  the  then  growing  arrogance  of  Rome.)  St. 
Chrysostom  then  at  all  events  shares  my  "  self-complacency."  I 
must  here  give  one  more  short  extract  from  this  Homily,  because 
it  is  most  interesting  to  find  out  how  modern  Papal  claims  can  be 
made  to  fit  in  with  it,  especially  if  James,  Bishop  and  President, 
were  not  an  Apostle,  as  "  C  "  perhaps  holds.  It  runs  thus  :  "  Peter 
"  indeed  spoke  more  strongly,  but  James  here  more  mildly ;  for 
*'  thus  it  behoves  one  in  high  authority  to  leave  what  is  unpleasant 
"  foi;-  others  to  say,  while  he  himself  appears  in  the  milder  part." 
Just  fancy  Peter  thus  playing  the  part  of  a  subordinate.  Methinks 
the  Saint  who  wrote  this  comment  would,  like  others,  have  caused 
the  Council  Chamber  of  the  Vatican  to  ring  with  the  voices  of  the 
irate  Fathers,  "  Down  with  the  heretic."  • 

One  more  remark  before  dealing  with  the  fallacy, 
to  forget  that  English  Churchmen  possess  Bibles, 
comment  more  misleading  than  this  under  Q.  i  ? 
"St.  Peter  spoke  first  at  the  Council,"  whereas  Acts  xv.  7,  rurs, 
"  When  there  had  been  much  discussion,  Peter  rose  up,  etc."  "  C." 
says  that  after  St.  Peter's  authoritative  pronouncement,"  the  whole 
multitude  was  silent,"  implying  that  after  Peter  none  dare  open 
his  mouth ;  whereas,  if  we  refer  to  our  English  version,  which  ac- 
curately preserves  the  Greek  punctuation,  we  find  that  the  phrase 
**  and  all  the  multitude  kept  silence,"  belongs  to  what  follows. 
They  kept  silence,  not  from  awe  of  Peter's  infallible  doctrinal 
utterance,  but  "  in  order  to  listen  to  Barnabas  and  Paul "  give,  like 
Peter,  their  experience  of  God's  dealings  among  the  Gentiles. 
There  is  no  authoritative  pronouncement  whatever  at  this  stage  of 
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the  proceedings.  And  mark,  further,  that  it  was  not  till  Paul  had 
finished  speaking  that  James  summed  up  the  evidence,  to  which 
he  himself  added  Scripture  proof,  and  passed  sentence,  and  did 
not,  as  "  C."  would  have  us  believe,  immediately  after  St.  Peter's 
speech,  in  respectful  awe,  publish  St.  Peter's  decision  (so  called).^ 

I  hope  your  readers  will  carefully  compare  Acts  xv.  6-29,  with 
"C.'s"  comment  upon  it,  and  learn  from  this  instance  of  his  wrest- 
ing Scripture,  to  which  all  can  refer,  how  to  trust  his  quotations 
and  deductions  from  other  books  they  cannot  consult  for  them- 
selves. Such  is  a  specimen  of  the  shifts  to  which  they  are  com- 
pelled who  are  determined  to  be  faithful  to  the  Vatican  decrees. 
It  is  indeed  a  sad  spectacle.  .^ 

Now  for  the  opening  fallacy,  which  involves  the  first  four  an- 
swers—  "The  fallacy  of  Irrelevancy,"  or  of  shirking  the  point 
under  discussion.  I  confess  I  had  hoped  that  by  using  Roman 
phraseology  concerning  St.  Peter  to  have  quite  cut  off  all  escape 
from  the  Scripture  argument  by  this  exit.  I  asked,  "  If  St.  Peter 
were  the  Supreme  Pontiff  and  Infallible  Teacher  of  the  Church 
of  his  day  (meaning  of  course  to  include  under  those  titles  every- 
thing now  claimed  for  the  Pope),  How  is  it,  i,  2,  3,  4  ?  "  and  what 
does  "C."  ?  He  takes  up  more  than  half  a  column  to  prove  what 
none  dispute,  that  Peter  had  a  Primacy  of  some  sort  among  the 
Apostles  and  certain  privileges  peculiar  to  himself,  and  then  he 
would  have  us  jump  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Primacy  of  the 
Vatican  decrees  is  on  all  fours  with  this. 

I  should  be  justified  under  other  circumstances  in  leaving  "  C." 
with  these  remarks,  but  as  he  wrote  to  instruct  persons  outside 
the  Roman  Church  what  she  means  by  Infallibility,  and  too  many 
of  us  are  ignorant  of  the  real  nature  of  the  Vatican  decrees  about 
St.  Peter  and  the  Popes,  I  will  here  set  down  in  condensed  form 
their  teaching.'^ 

They  teach :  (i)  That  Peter,  by  divine  appointment,  was  Prince 
of  the  Apostles,  Visible  Head  of  the  whole  Church  militant,  and 
fn  his  single  person  —  preferably  to  all  other  Apostles,  whether 
taken  separately  or  together,  —  possessed  from  Christ  a  true  and 
proper  Primacy  of  jurisdiction.    That  is  to  say,  it  was  a  Primacy 

1.  The  Roman  Vulgate  and  Douay  Bibles  are  against  Cleophas.    See  Letter  iv.,  Part  i.,  and 
Ixttcr  V. 

2.  English  versions  of  the  Vatican  Decrees  caR  be  boujiht  for  a  few  cents  from  Roman  Catho- 
lic booksellers. 
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of  power  by  right  divine  to  rule  the  whole  Church  in  his  single 
person.  There  is  no  escape  from  this,  for  the  anathema  affixed 
pronounces  those  accursed  who  dare  to  hold  it  to  be  a  Primacy 
of  honor  only.  This  conclusion  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  reached,, 
not  from  a  priori  considerations,  but  from  a  posteriori ;  that  is  to- 
say,  it  is  argued  that  what  we  find  the  Popes  are  now,  that  St.  Peter 
must  have  been ;  for,  if  not,  the  Papal  edifice  tumbles  to  the  ground 
as  being  without  foundation.  The  decrees  must  be  read  into 
Scripture  somehow.  At  all  events,  the  decrees  proceed  to  assert 
that  the  divine  right  of  St.  Peter  is  perpetuated  in  the  Roman 
Bishops  in  all  its  fullness  —  that  the  Popes  therefore  possess  a 
Primacy  of  jurisdiction  to  rule,  feed,  govern  and  teach  the  univer- 
sal Church  as  Vicar  of  Christ,  Head  of  the  Church,  Father  and 
Teacher  of  all  Christians.  They  say  that  this  power  of  jurisdic- 
tion is  truly  Episcopal^  ordinary  pnd  immediate,  and  that  therefore 
all,  of  whatever  rite  and  dignity,  both  individually  and  collectively, 
are  bound  to  submit  to  it,  not  only  in  matters  of  faith  and  morals, 
but  also  of  discipline  and  government,  and  therefore  it  also  follows, 
so  the  decrees  say,  that  tne  Pope  is  the  Supreme  Judge  of  the  Faith- 
ful, and  that  none,  net  even  an  CEcumenical  Council,  may  re-open 
the  judgment  of  the  Roman  See.  And,  further,  there  is  also  in- 
cluded in  this  Apostolic  Primacy  the  supreme  power  of  teaching 
infallible  truth. 

Now,  I  ask,  is  there  anything  like  this  absolute  sovereign  sway 
over  the  Apostles  and  their  churches  as  belonging  to  St.  Peter  to 
be  found  in  Acts  xv.  or  anywhere  else  in  the  New  Testament? 
Not  St.  Peter  but  St.  Paul  enumerates  among  his  toils  for  Christ 
"  the  care  of  all  the  churches^  Does  "  C,"  I  ask,  prove  from  Holy 
Writ  in  his  first  four  answers  that  St.  Peter  possessed  such  sway, 
or  that  Apostles  acknowledged  it?  Does  he  even  prove  from 
Scripture  that  St.  Peter  held  a  Primacy  equal  to  that  of  an  Arch- 
bishop among  his  suffragans  in  the  present  day,  or  such  a  Primacy 
of  honor  as  is  ceded  to  Bishops  of  certain  important  Sees ;  as,  for 
instance,  to  the  Bishop  of  London  among  English  Bishops?  If, 
then,  he  have  not  done  even  this,  he  is  simply  throwing  dust  in 
our  eyes  when  he  exclaims  with  indignation,  "The  Primacy  of  St. 
Peter  over  the  other  Apostles  is  so  evident,  even  from  the  scanty 
records  of  the  N.  T.,  that  the  eye  which  fails  to  perceive  it  must  be 
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wilfully  and  wofully  blind."  I  will  not  condescend  to  retort.  Your 
readers  can  best  judge  whether  "C"  has  proved  St.  Peter  to  have 
possessed  the  Primacy  defined  in  the  Vatican  decrees  he  is  con- 
tending for,  and  can  decide  on  which  part  such  blindness  resides. 
I  leave  them  to  judge  of  the  honesty  of  Answers  i  to  4. 

In  order  to  realize  the  vast  discrepancy  there  is  between  the 
Scripture  view  of  St.  Peter's  Primacy  and  that  now  claimed  for  the 
Pope,  let  us  for  one  moment  imagine  a  modern  Pope  taking  his 
seat  among  the  Bishops  assembled  in  council,  say  at  Milan  (as  St. 
Peter  did  at  the  first  council),  while  the  local  prelate  occupies  the 
chair;  let  us  picture  him  taking  part  in  the  debate  and  then  wait- 
ing with  the  rest  the  decision  of  the  Presiding  Bishop  in  the  words 
of  St.  James,  "  Wherefore  I  judge,  etc."  The  Primacy  of  St.  Peter 
was  not  interfered  with  by  such  a  position.  I  wonder  what  the 
Cardinals  and  the  Roman  Church  would  think  of  a  Pope  who  oc- 
cupied the  same. 

A  few  more  words  and  I  conclude  this  instalment.  I  am  asked, 
"Will  I  undertake  to  deny  that  St.  Peter  was  first  Bishop  of 
Rome?"  I  answer.  No.  But  at  the  same  time  I  will  not  undertake 
to  affirm  that  he  was  so,  because  of  insufficient  evidence. 

Although  I  do  not  myself  doubt  that  Peter  visited  Rome 
shortly  before  his  martyrdom  there,  and  helped  St.  Paul  to  estab- 
lish the  Church  of  the  great  metropolis,  I  must  honestly  admit  the 
force  of  Littledale's  remark '  that  even  for  his  presence  in  Rome 
"there  is  7io  first  hand  or  contemporaneo7is  testimony^'  as  in  St. 
Paul's  case,  "  whence  it  is  clear  God  has  not  considered  it  impor- 
tant enough  to  be  certified  for  us  as  being  a  matter  of  faith."  It 
is  certainly  only  a  guess  that  he  was  ever  a  Bishop  of  Rome. 
Irenaeus  mentions  Peter  and  Paul  as  the  founders  of  the  Roman 
Church,  but  says  nothing  about  St.  Peter's  any  more  than  about 
St.  Paul's  local  Episcopate,  there,  while  the  Ante  Nicene  testi- 
mony which  expressly  assigns  the  See  of  Rome  to  St.  Peter  is 
the  Apocryphal  "  Clementine  Homilies,"  rejected  by  the  Roman 
Church  as  a  heretical  forgery. 

For  these  reasons,  while  I  will  not  derv,  I  cannot  affirm  that 
St.  Peter  was  first  Bishop  of  Rome.  But  -upposing  he  were,  "it 
is  07ily  a  guess,  says  Littledale,  that  he  had  the  power  to  appoint  an 

1.  p.  24,  "  Plain  Reasons  against  joining  the  Church  of  Rome,"  35th  thousand. 
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heir  to  his  special  privilege,  whatever  that  was,  and  only  a  guess 
that  he  did  so  appoint  the  Bishops  of  Rome,  and  for  these  tv/o 
guesses  not  the  smallest  scrap  o-  tittle  of  evidence  ever  has  been 
produced  or  can  be  so  much  as  reasonably  supposed  ever  to  have 
existed."*  -    < 

In  conclusion,  is  it  too  much  to  say  that  if  the  Primacy  of  St. 
Peter  were  the  Primacy  now  claimed  for  him  and  the  Bishops  of 
Rome  —  if,  that  is  to  say,  what  is  now  taught  in  the  Vatican  De- 
crees were  really  part  of  "the  Faith  once  for  all  delivered  to  the 
Saints"  —  then  the  doctrine  must  necessarily  stand  out  in  majestic 
grandeur  in  the  Acts  and  Epistles?  No  such  historic  doubts  as 
those  just  mentioned  could  exist,  while  it  would  doubtless  long 
ago  have  found  a  place  in  the  Creed  next  to  the  article  on  the 
Apostolic  church,  which,  like  the  Bishops  of  the  Roman  Com- 
munion alongside  their  Sovereign  Pontiff,  would  sink  into  insig- 
nificance by  the  contrast. 

I  have  still  the  happiness  to  rejoice  in  my  signature,  free  as  it 

is  from  the  limiting  adjective  "  Roman,"  which  belongs  to  "  Cleo- 

phas,"  and  subscribe  myself  again, 

Yours  truly, 

Catholic. 
February  26,  188^. 


[The  "G/o<5?."  March  9th. 
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To  the  Editor  0/ the  "  Globe:''  "^    ''■'■'      ' ' '         '  ^ 

Sir, — Before  entering  upon  further  serious  criticism  allow  me 
to  relate  an  amusing  incident  which  occurred  at  one  of  the  April 
sessions  of  the  Vatican  Council."^  The  Bishops  were  in  hot  debate 
about  the  title  of  their  Church.     The  curialists  called  it  in  the 
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schema  "  Romana  Catholica  Ecclesia;"  several  desired  the  re- 
moval of  the  limiting  adjective  "  Romana,"  among  whom  was  a 
Bishop  who  took  a  business-like  view  of  the  subject.  He  very 
ingenuously  recounted  the  fact  that  in  his  English  diocese  some 
land  had  been  left  by  will  to  the  "  Catholic  Church,"  and  that  the 
Anglicans  had  appropriated  it  on  the  plea  that  they  were  really 
the  Catholic  Church,  the  so-called  Catholic  Church  being  styled 
Roman  Catholic.  He  did  not  gain  his  point,  however,  as  the  ma- 
jority clung  to  the  word  "  Romana." 

Now  to  business.  In  the  first  part  of  my  rejoinder  I  claim  to 
have  proved  that  "  C"  has  evaded  my  first  four  questions.  I  pro- 
ceed to  criticise  Answer  5.  The  assertion  printed  in  italics  to 
prove  that  the  Council  of  Nicea  was  convened,  not,  as  I  stated,  by 
the  Emperor  Constantine  alone,  '^' but  in  concert  ivith  Pope  St. 
Sylvester^  who  was  represented  at  the  Council  by  his  legate  Osiiis 
of  Cordova,"  is  utterly  baseless.  No  contemporary  documents 
contain  such  record.  The  Synodal  Epistle  of  the  Council  itself 
never  hints  at  it,  nor  do  the  historians  Eusebius,  Socrates,  Sozo- 
men  and  Theodoret.  Hosius,  the  great  council-leader  of  the  age, 
and  favorite  of  Constantine^  is  the  first  to  sign  the  acts,  and  he 
does  so  simply  as  Bishop  of  Cordova,  in  Spain,  without  any  allu- 
sion to  Rome. 

Perhaps  "C"  has  been  misled  by  some  seminary  text-book 
into  quoting,  as  an  authority,  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus;'^  if  so,  he  might 
just  as  well  have  followed  the  great  teacher  of  his  Church,  Thomas 
Aquinas,  and  have  given  us  an  extract  from  77/*?  False  Decretals 
at  once.  This  author,  who  did  not  write  till  150  years  after  the 
Council,  when  the  Popes  of  Rome  were  making  vast  encroach- 
ments upon  the  rights  of  other  Patriarchs,  is  by  common  consent 
of  Roman  Catholic  critics  utterly  untrustworthy.  Dupin  calls  him 
"a  sorry  compiler,  who  gathered  all  he  met  with  relating  to  his 
"  subject,  whether  good  or  bad,  without  examining  whether  it  were 
"  true  or  false."  Natalis  Alexander  condemns  the  work  as  being 
"levissimi  ponderis"  "^M<?  least  possible  iveighV  when  uncon- 
firmed by  other  authorities,  and  says  of  it  "  scatet  erroribus,"  "  it 
is  brimming  over  with  mistakes."^    Velesius  condemns  it  as  con- 
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iaining  much  spurious  ^natter  and  falsehood^  as  also  does  Hefele, 
while  the  Roman  edition  of  the  Councils,  published  in  1608, 
printed  in  Labb6/  warns  the  reader  to  the  same  effect.  It  is  true 
Photius  (9th  century)  quoted  Gelasius,  but  as  he  does  nothing 
more,  he  cannot  convert  the  fabrication  of  the  earlier  writer  into 
historical  truth. 

It  is  surely  strange  that  one  who  volunteers  to  teach  the  pub- 
lic outside  his  own  communion  through  the  daily  pres?  should 
not  be  more  careful.  In  support  of  the  truth  of  my  first  state- 
ment I  adduce  the  historian  Socrates,  who  says :  "^  "  The  greatest 
"synods  have  been  and  still  are  convened  by  the  determination 
"and  appointment  uf  the  Emperors,"  and  as  an  illustration  of  the 
truth  of  his  statement,  I  refer  to  the  disregard  which  even  the 
great  and  aggressive  Pope  Leo  I.  met  with  at  the  hands  of  Theo- 
dosius.  He  implored  that  Emperor  without  avail  to  summons  a 
general  council,  and  had  to  wait  till  Marcian  succeeded  to  the 
Empire  to  obtain  his  request,  and  then  the  council  was  called  to 
Chalcedon  solely  i?i  the  Emperor's  7iame. 

It  ought  to  claim  the  close  attention  of  thoughtful  Roman 
Catholics  that  in  the  prefaces  to  the  acts  of  the  first  six  general 
councils  of  the  church  (325  to  680  A.  D.)  no  mention  is  made  of 
any  other  authority  for  their  assembling  than  that  of  the  Emperors. 

"C"  next  states  that  one  of  the  first  acts  of  the  council  of  Nice 
was  a  recognition  of  the  Primacy  of  the  Roman  Pontiff.  It  is 
easier  to  prove  a  positive  than  a  negative  statement,  so  "C"  will 
not  think  me  asking  too  much  if  I  beg  of  him  a  reference  to  any 
acknowledged  authority  for  this.  It  is  not  in  the  acts  of  the  coun- 
cil in  Labb6.  There  is,  indeed,  a  spurious  epistle  printed  in  Labbe, 
vol.  II,  col.  58,  but  its  forged  character  is  pointed  out.  Surely 
"C's"  text  book  has  not  been  such  a  will-o'-the-wisp  as  to  lead 
him  into  this  quagmire ! ! 

On  the  second  of  part  Answer  V.,  I  remark  that  doubtless  the 
acceptance  of  the  Council  of  Constantinople  as  a  general  council 
depended  upon  its  general  acceptance ;  hence  the  adhesion  of  the 
Patriarchs,  as  representatives  of  the  Church,  was  necessary,  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  among  the  number.     But  no  one  was  present  and 
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signed  on  the  part  of  Damasus  or  any  Western  Bishop.  "  Pahiier 
on  the  Church," '  shows  that  the  CEcumenical  character  of  a  council 
cannot  be  determined  till  its  dogmatic, decrees  have  been  univers- 
ally accepted  by  the  Church. 

That  the  Bishops  of  Rome  enjoyed  a  Primacy  of  honor  is  not 
denied  ;  but  this  they  owed  chiefly  to  the  fact  of  Rome's  being 
the  Imperial  city  and  metropolis  of  the  world.  As  soon  as  the 
Emperor  moved  his  court  to  Constantinople  we  find  the  dignity 
of  that  See  increased.  That  the  Primacy  of  Rome  was  one  of 
honor,  and  not  a  supremacy  of  power,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  3rd 
canon  of  ist  Constantinople  :  "  The  Bishop  of  Constantinople  shall 
"  have  the  Primacy  of  honor  after  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  because 
"  that  Constantinople  is  New  Rome." 

Who  is  St.  Ascholus  ?  His  name  does  not  appear  in  Labb6 
as  a  signatory  of  the  Council  of  Constantinople.  There  is  an 
Ascholius  at  Rome  with  Damasus,  and  an  Ascholius  of  Thessal- 
onica ;  but  who  is  St.  Ascholus,  and  where  are  the  directions  of 
Pope  Damasus  to  him  to  be  found  ?  It  is  useless  producing  Pho- 
tius,  for  he  is  already  convicted  of  quoting  the  fabrication  of 
Gelasius  as  history.  By  the  9th  century  the  Papal  monarchy, 
elevated  by  its  union  with  the  Emperor  Charlemagne,  was  rivet- 
ing its  chains  upon  the  Church  by  means  of  The  False  Decretals. 
The  testimony  of  this  age  and  of  those  which  succeed  it  therefore 
is  valueless  as  to  the  primitive  position  of  the  Popes. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Synodical  letter  indited  by  the  Council 
of  Constantinople  does  reveal  it.  It  runs  thus :  "  To  the  most 
"  honorable  lords  and  most  reverend  brothers  and  fellow-ministers 
"  Damasus,  Ambrose,  Brittonius,  Valerian,  Ascholius,  Anemius, 
"  Basil,  and  to  the  other  holy  Bishops  assembled  in  the  great  city 
"  of  Rome,  the  orthodox  Bishops  convened  in  the  great  city  of 
"  Constantinople  send  greeting  in  the  Lord."^  This  places  Da- 
masus, Bishop  of  Rome,  on  an  equality  with  the  Bishop  of  Con- 
stantinople, and  on  a  par  with  the  other  Bishops  at  Rome  at  the 
time.  Bossuet  remarks  on  this,  "  the  language  of  this  letter  some- 
^^what  disproves  the  idea  of  supremacy'^  Another  remark  of 
Bossuet  on  a  later  portion  of  the  Epistle  is  edifying :  "  From  this 


1.  Vol.  ii.,  133. 


2.  Labbe,  Cone,  ii.,  960. 
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'  //  is  clear  that  questions  of  faith  are  settled  solely  by  the  consent 
"  of  the  Churchcsr 

Thus  then  we  find  in  Theodoret,  whom  Labb6  quotes,  a  fiat 
contradiction  of  what  Photius  asserts  450  years  later,  viz.,  that  the 
confirmation  of  the  acts  of  ist  Council  of  Constantinople  was  due 
to  the  authority  of  Damasus  {i.e.,  of  course,  sole  authority). 

Thus  far,  "C.'s"  answers  have  not  been  very  successful. 

VI.,  VII.,  VIII.— "C."  might  have  spared  himself  trouble,  and 
also  a  column  of  your  space,  over  the  case  of  Honorius.  I  should 
have  no  difficulty  in  proving  Honorius  to  have  been  a  heretic,  but 
it  matters  not  to  the  argument,  so  far  as  the  mind  of  the  Church 
about  Papal  Infallibility  in  matters  of  faith  is  concerned.  The 
facts  remain,  at  all  events,  that,  guilty  or  not  guilty,  he  was  con- 
demned as  a  heretic  by  the  3rd  Council  of  Constantinople,  and 
his  writings  burnt.  The  Fathers  say  :  "  Together  with  the  dog- 
"  matic  letters  of  Sergius,  we  have  examined  that  of  Honorius,  and 
"  have  found  them  altogether  alien  from  the  Apostolic  teaching, 
"  etc.  We  therefore  altogether  reject  and  abhor*  them  as  soul 
"  destroying.  We  have  moreover  expelled  from  God's  Holy 
"  Catholic  Church  and  anathematized  Honorius,  who  was  Pope 
"  of  Old  Rome.  And  these  writings  we  have  caused  to  be  burnt 
"  for  their  complete  annihilation."  ' 

Le  Page  Renouf,  a  learned  Roman  Catholic,  has  shown  that 
the  Council  repeated  the  anathema  on  six  occasions ;  that  Pope 
Leo  II.,  Honorius'  successor,  anathematized  him  again  and  again 
in  various  letters  to  Bishops  and  Kings ;  that  the  anathema  was 
repeated  by  the  Quinisext  Council ;  then  again  by  the  2nd  Coun- 
cil of  Nice,  and  also  by  a  Council  reckoned  by  Rome  as  the  8th 
general,  held  under  strong  Roman  influence.  "  Nor  was  this  all. 
"  The  anathema  was  repeated  for  ages  by  every  successor  of  Pope 
"  Leo  II.  at  his  accession;  and  it  was  incorporated  into  the  Brev- 
"  iary,  so  that  the  condemnation  of  Honorius  for  the  Monothelite 
"  heresy  was  repeated  annually  for  a  thousand  years  by  every 
"  priest  and  prelate  who  made  faithful  use  of  his  Breviary.  It 
"  really  would  seem  as  if  there  never  has  been,  since  the  world 
"  began,  a  more  notoriously  or  more  thoroughly  anathematized 
"  heretic  than  Pope  Honorius  of  Rome." ' 

1.  Fuller  quotations.  Appendix  (C).  2.  Maban,  Ch.  Hist.,  Appendix,  p.  563. 
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Another  learned  Roman  Priest,  the  late  Pere  Gr&try,  therefore 
says  of  those  who  attempt  to  prove  Honorius  orthodox:  "  In  this 
"  mad  conflict  the  thought  does  not  even  strike  them  that,  if  the 
*'  letters  of  Honorius  are  not  heretical,  the  whole  Church  has  for 
"  centuries  anathematized  as  heretical  a  writing,  a  man,  a  Pope, 
"  perfectly  orthodox ;  and  that,  on  a  question  of  faith  and  dog- 
"  matic  facts,  three  Councils  and  twenty  Popes  have  obstinately 
"  deceived  themselves  in  their  most  solemn  decrees.  They  do 
"  not  see  that,  in  order  to  save  one  Pope,  they  sacrifice  twenty, 
"  without  reckoning  three  general  Councils,  whose  decrees  they 
"  trample  under  foot."  * 

On  which  horn  of  the  '''Uemma  does  "C."  prefer  to  be  fixed  ? 
If  Honorius  be  orthodox,  I  suppose  Roman  Catholics  may  now 
read  his  writings  and  hold  the  opinions  therein  expressed,  in  spite 
of  Popes  who  have  condemned  them  and  their  writer  in  the 
strongest  terms  possible.  But  then  what  becomes  of  the  practi- 
cal advantage  of  the  dogma  of  Papal  Infallibility,  if  infallible 
Popes  can  mislead  whole  generations  of  the  faithful  for  hundreds 
of  years  by  their  solemn  anathemas,  and  condemn  the  innocent  ? 
To  argue  that  Honorius  was  not  a  heretic  then  only  makes  con- 
fusion worse  confounded.  I  suppose  this  is  one  of  those  instances 
from  Church  history  in  the  past,  of  the  practical  use  of  the  dogma 
to  which  "C."  refers  me  for  an  answer  to  Question  12. 

Perhaps,  however,  the  "household  of  faith "'^  are  specially  in- 
spired to  decide  which  of  these  Papal  utterances  are  ex  cathedrd, 
though  poor  outsiders  like  mysell  feel  a  little  confused.  Honorius 
will,  perhaps,  be  canonized  next :  who  can  tell ! 

IX. — Veron's  book,^  "  Regula  Fidei,"  is  well  known,  as  also 
the  English  translation  by  Waterworth  mentioned  in  Littledale. 
I  took  my  quotation  from  the  usually  accurate  Church  Times  of 
a  few  months  since.  If  "  C."  had  been  wise  he  would  have  said 
nothing  about  Keenan's  Catechism,  as  a  most  disgraceful  literary 
fraud  is  connected  with  its  niStory,  which  has  been  exposed  by  no 
less  a  person  than  the  Hon.  W.  E.  Gladstone.     The  Catechism 

1.  Bailey's  Eng.  Trans.,  Gratry  to  Dechamps,  p.  20. 
2.  "  Cleophas  "  said,  under  answer  to  Question  15  :  "  He  Cthe  Pope)  cannot  fail  when  he 
does  speak  ex  cathedra  to  be  so  understood  by  those  who  are  of  the  '  household  of  faith.'    That 
he  should  not  be  so  understood  by  those  who,  like  'Catholic,' 'are  without  the  pale  of  faith, 
matters  little."  3.  See  P.S.  to  Letter  V. 
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was  in  the  press  at  the  time  the  new-  dogma  was  promulged  —  the 
printing  was  stopped,  the  Ques.  and  Ans.  which  said  Papal  Infal- 
libility is  a  Protestant  invention  was  dropped  out,  page  112  was 
re-spaced,  and  the  rest  of  the  edition  pubhshed  without  note  or 
comment  on  the  omission/  Doubtless  the  old  editions  are  now 
difficult  to  procure.  Like  Wiseman's  Ireyiicon,  after  Newman's 
perversion,  they  have  been  probably  snapped  up  and  destroyed. 

Now,  when  it  is  remembered  that  four  British  Bishops  and  one 
well  known  American  Archbishop,  *  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
teaching  of  their  Church,  put  their  imprimaturs  on  this  Catechism, 
and  that  it  was  extensively  used  in  Great  Britain  and  America,  it 
is  evident  the  book  becomes  a  witness  to  the  mind  of  the  Church 
far  more  trustworthy  than  the  writings  of  any  single  theologian, 
however  learned  and  exalted,  and  may  therefore  justly  be  adduced 
as  evidence  that,  on  this  dogma  of  Papal  Infallibility  at  least,  the 
Roman  Church  must  drop  her  proud  boast  of  Semper  Eadem, 
and  that  she  has  defined  as  of  faith  what  has  not  been  held 
"  everywhere,  at  all  times,  and  by  all.'' 

X. — It  is  not  true  that  the  Vatican  Fathers  mentioned  by  me 
were  opposed  to  the  dogma  merely  as  "  Inopportunists."  Seven 
at  least  of  them  scouted  it  as  false,  viz.,  Cardinal  Schwarzenberg, 
Haynald,  Connolly,  Darboy,  Dupanloup,  Hefele  and  Strossmeyer^ 
while  from  the  others  whose  names  I  did  not  mention,  I  may 
select,  as  prominent  men,  Ketteler,  Ranscher,  Kenrick,  McHale 
and  Jussuf,  some  of  whom  published  their  opinion  in  pamphlet 
form,  so  that  there  can  be  no  mistake  about  what  they  believed. 
Connolly's  case,  of  Halifax,  N.  S.,  is  singular ;  he  left  home,  as 
"C."  indicates,  an  unhesitating  adherent  of  the  Pope's  personal 
infallibility,  but  he  was  so  without  having  thoroughly  studied  the 
question.  At  Rome,  however,  he  instituted  a  searching  examina- 
tion of  it,  and  thoroughly  sifted,  as  he  said,  what  the  classical 
Roman  theologians  cite  for  their  favorite  doctrine.  In  his  im- 
portant speech  at  one  of  the  June  sessions  he  frankly  submitted 
to  the  Council  the  result  of  his  studies — "  that  the  whole  of  Chris - 
*'  tian  antiquity  explains  the  stock  passages  of  Scripture  alleged 
"for  Papal  Infallibility  in  a  differeyit  sense  from  the  Schema,  and 

1.  See  Gladstone's  "  Vaticanism,"  or  replies  to  Manning,  Newman,  etc.,  p.  12  f,  App.  D. 
2.  For  their  names  see  Appendix  (D). 
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"  bears  witness  against  the  theory  that  the  Pope  alone,  without 
"  the  Bishops,  or  even  in  opposition  to  them  (etiam  omnibus  invitis 
"  et  contradicentibus),  is  infalHble.  *  *  *  *  I  will  have  nothing," 
he  said,  "  but  the  indubitable  word  of  God  made  into  a  dogma. 
"  The  opinions  of  ten  thousand  theologians  do  not  suffice  me ;  and 
"  no  theologians  should  be  quoted  who  lived  after  the  Isidorian 
"  forgeries.  But  no  single  passage  of  Fathers  or  Councils  can  be 
"  quoted  from  that  earlier  time  of  genuine  tradition  which  affirms 
"the  Pope's  dogmatic  independence  of  the  rest  of  the  Episcopate. 
"  If  there  be  any  such,  let  it  be  shown  ;  but  there  is  none,  and 
"  innumerable  and  conclusive  testimonies  can  be  cited  on  the  other 
"  side.  Even  at  the  Apostolic  Council  at  Jerusalem,  St.  James 
"  proved  the  teaching  of  Peter  by  the  Prophets,  and  appealed  to 
"  it  because  it  agreed  with  theirs,  and  not  on  account  of  his  auth- 
"  ority."  Much  more  to  the  same  effect  might  be  quoted.  Con- 
nolly, then,  was  certainly  not  a  mere  "  Inopportunist." 

Quiriims,  of  German  origin,  and  Pompotiio  Leto,  of  Italian, 
reveal  all  this.  It  is  true  many  tried  to  hide  their  real  mind  under 
the  milder  pjea  of  inopportuneness,  for  fear  of  being  summoned  to 
a  private  interview  with  the  Pope  for  a  good  rating,  but  in  so  doing 
they  put  themselves  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  InfallibHists,  and 
indeed  I  am  one  with  the  Infallibilists  in  this,  that  if  the  dogma  be 
true,  its  pronou7iceme?it  could  never  be  iiiopportunc.  As  I  have 
already  remarked,  the  fact  of  its  not  being  formulated  centuries 
ago,  and  its  not  finding  a  place  next  the  article  on  the  Apostolic 
Church  in  the  Creeds,  is  a  powerful  argument  to  my  mind  that 
the  dogma  cannot  be  true. 

"C"  disputes  my  statement  about  the  Council  being  packed 
with  Italian  prelates  favorable  to  the  Pope's  design.  Here  then 
are  a  few  facts :  The  Archbishop  of  Cologne  represented  i  ,400,000 
Roman  Catholics;  Cambray,  1,300,000;  Paris,  2,000,000;  Breslau, 
1,700,000;  whereas  the  Roman  States,  with  a  population  of  only 
700,000,  sent  62  bishops,  and  the  Neapolitans,  a  small  number  com- 
pared with  the  important  dioceses  above  mentioned,  supplied  68 
bishops.  But,  besides  these,  the  Pope  counted  as  supporters  who 
would  vote  according  to  his  nod,  300  Papal  boarders,  80  Spanish 
bishops,  no  bishops  m  partibus  infideliuni  —  that  is,  with  only 
nominal  dioceses  (who  represented  no  one  but  themselves  and  the 
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Pope  who  created  them)/  the  Italian  Cardinals,  and  30  Generals  of 
Orders.  A  calculation  was  made  in  Feb.  1870,  and  published  in 
the  AUgemeinc  Zeitwig,  which  showed  that  the  Roman  Catholics 
of  N.  (iermany  had  one  vote  for  every  810,000  souls,  and  those  of 
the  States  of  the  Church  one  for  every  12,000 ;  so  that  one  Roman 
outweighed  60  (iermans.  Another  calculation  published  in  the 
same  paper  showed  that  —  taking  the  whole  assembly  o^  the 
bishops  —  one  vote  on  the  Infallibilists'  side  represented  142,570, 
while  with  the  opposition  minority  it  represented  no  less  than 
492,320  souls,  this  vast  disproportion  of  their  relative  values  being 
of  course  due  to  the  inordinate  number  of  Italian  bishops  and 
bishops  in  partibus  above  mentioned. 

But  further,  the  Jesuits  (the  Black  Pope  who  really  ruled  at 
Rome)  secured  the  Italian  ascendancy  in  the  practical  working 
of  the  Council,  In  spite  of  the  earnest  protest  of  the  northern 
Bishops,  by  weighting  every  commission  with  a  majority  of  Italian 
Prelates.  And  so  it  came  to  pass  that  the  minority,  though  repre- 
senting an  overwhelming  preponderance  in  the  number  of  souls, 
in  intelligence,  and  in  national  importance,  were  outnumbered, 
crushed  and  browbeaten  by  the  Pope's  adherents,  and  gagged  by 
the  Pope's  rules  of  order.  Even  "  C."  can  only  object  to  this 
statement  that  among  the  Italians  were  to  be  found  seven  "  Inop- 
portunists."  What  difference  did  that  make  in  such  a  majority. 
I  think  I  have  therefore  proved  that  there  was  no  exaggeration 
in  my  original  statement. 

XII. — "C."  leaves  me  to  answer,  so  I  point  him  to  what  I  have 
said  above  under  Honorius. 

XIII. — "C."  thinks  fifteen  years  too  short  a  time  to  test  the 
value  of  the  new  definition.  I  can,  however,  point  to  some  resulls 
which  cannot  be  very  pleasing  to  Roman  Catholics.  The  Old 
Catholic  movement  in  Germany  and  Switzerland  ;  the  rise  of  the 
Italian  Catholic  Church  in  Rome  herself  under  Campello  and 
Savarese,  and  the  alienation  of  the  Armenian  Church.  The  erec- 
tion of  an  additional  and  insurmountable  barrier  between  the 
Roman  and  the  Greek  and  Anglican  Churches. 

1.  Eighty-nine  of  these  were  nominated  within  two  years  of  the  Council.  The  right  of  such 
Bishops  to  vote  was  questioned,  even  as  their  presence  in  Council  was  earnestly  protested 
against  both  at  Trent  and  Constance.— (?«/V/««j,  p.  143  ;  p.  20  and  p.  515  ;  and  Ah  Inside  View 
of  the  Vatican  Council,  p.  63. 
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XIV. — "C."  looks  forward  with  ardent  hope  to  great  results 
from  the  dogma  of  Infallibility  in  the  future.  There  is  a  Roman 
Catholic  theologian  (now  a  Cardinal)  of  vast  experience,  great 
devotion,  and  wide  knowledge,  well  known  to  all  English-speak- 
ing people,  who  cannot  take  this  optimist  view.  In  his  letter  to 
Bishop  Ullathorne  during  the  session  of  the  Vatican,  Cardinal 
Newman  thus  wrote  :  "  What  have  we  done  to  be  treated  as  the 
"  faithful  never  were  treated  before  ?  Why  should  an  aggressive^ 
"  insolent  faction  (mark  the  words)  be  allowed  to  make  the  heart 
"  of  the  just  sad,  whom  the  Lord  hath  not  made  sorrowful  ? " 
"  I  assure  you,  my  lord,  some  of  the  truest  minds  are  driven 
"  one  way  and  another,  and  do  not  know  where  to  rest  their  feet ; 
"  one  day  determining  to  give  up  all  theology  as  a  bad  job,  and 
"  then  angry  with  the  Holy  See  for  listening  to  the  flattery  of  a 
"  clique  of  Jesuits,  Redemptorists,  and  converts."  *  *  *  *  «  All  I 
"  do  is  to  pray  those  early  Doctors,  whose  intercessions  would 
"  decide  the  matter  (Augustine,  Ambrose  and  Jerome,  Athanasius, 
"  Chrysostom  and  Basil)  to  avert  this  great  calamity."  "  If  it  is 
**  God's  will  that  the  Pope's  Infallibility  be  defined,  theyi  it  is  God's 
"  will  to  throw  back  the  times  and  the  moments  of  His  triumph 
"  which  He  has  destined  for  His  kingdom,  and  I  shall  feel  I  have 
"  but  to  bow  my  head  to  His  adorable,  inscrutable  Providence."  ^ 

As  we  are  not  Romanists  we  are  not  bound,  as  the  Cardinal 
deems  himself,  to  recognize  as  the  voice  of  the  Holy  Ghost  the 
decrees  forced  upon  the  Council  by  "an  insolent  and  aggressive 
faction,"  which  browbeat  and  drove  away  the  learned  minority 
from  Rome  before  the  solemn  vote  was  taken.  Personally,  I 
should  deem  myself  profane  to  imagine  that  the  Blessed  Spirit 
would  aid  and  abet  such  machinations  and  tyranny  as  we  know 
prevailed  amongst  the  party  in  power  at  the  Vatican  to  secure 
their  end.  • 

In  conclusion,  let  me  ask  "C."  and  all  thoughtful,  devout- 
minded  Roman  Catholics,  who  see  something  more  in  Christianity 
than  a  rigid  Ecclesiastical  System,  to  look  out  for  one  moment 
upon  the  state  of  the  world  at  large.  What  is  its  condition  after 
1850  years  of  the  religion  of  Christ  ?  350  millions  of  Christians, 
all  told,  against  800  millions  of  heathen.     Roman  Catholics  num^ 

1.  Loudon  Standard,  Aptil  7, 1870.    Given  in  Quirinus  also,  p.  354. 
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ber  175  millions  out  of  350,  and  they  alone,  according  to  their 
own  estimate,  form  the  Church  of  Christ.  What  sort  of  a  victory 
then  over  the  world  is  this  for  Christ  ?  and  why  the  failure  ?  Dol- 
hnger,  a  profound  theologian  and  learned  historian  of  Germany — 
a  Roman  Catholic  till  the  fatal  1870  —  proves  conclusively  that 
Papal  monarchy  and  aggression  are  at  the  bot.om  of  it.  It  was 
that  which  caused  the  first  split  between  East  and  West  —  that 
which  flung  off  the  German  nation,  which  rebelled  not  against  the 
Faith,  but  hated  the  tyrant  Pope.  It  was  the  same  with  England  ; 
she  could  not  endure  Rome's  yoke.  The  effects  of  these  divisions 
of  Christendom  have  been  disastrous,  not  only  to  the  spiritual 
vigor  of  the  Churches,  but  also  upon  the  success  of  missionary 
efforts.  The  heathen  are  of  course  perplexed  at  the  sight  of  a 
divided  Christianity.  If  the  conversion  of  the  heathen  had  pro- 
gressed in  the  same  ratio  as  during  the  first  few  centuries  of  the 
Church's  existence,  the  whole  world  would  doubtless  by  this  time 
have  become  Christian.  But  pride,  worldliness,  and  lust  of  power  in 
high  places  crept  in,  and  then  division,  hatred,  and  every  evil  work 
followed.  Yet  Rome,  the  chief  sinner  against  humility  and  unity, 
stands  upon  a  pedestal  and  demands  humble  submission  to  her 
sway,  while  she  herself  condescends  to  utter  no  "confiteor"  and 
"  miserere."  But  surely  there  must  be  some  loving,  thoughtful 
souls  among  her  children  who  grieve  for  the  disappointment  of 
their  Master,  and  long  and  pray  for  the  reunion  of  Christendom 
and  the  ingathering  of  the  heathen. 

Let  all  such  then  seek  a  return  to  the  Faith  and  Practice  of  the 
Primitive  Church,  free  from  the  false  developments  of  later  ages  ; 
and  while  they  cast  away  what  is  evil,  let  those,  on  the  other  hand, 
who  fall  short  of  the  ancient  standard,  pray  and  work  for  con- 
formity to  it,  that  reunion  may  be  real  and  not  fictitious.  I  com- 
mend to  everyone's  study  Dollinger's  "  Lectures  on  Reunion  of 
the  Churches."  * 

Thanking  you,  Mr.  Editor,  very  sincerely,  for  the  large  amount 
of  space  you  have  granted  me  in  the  interests  of  truth, 

I  remain,  yours  truly. 

Catholic.    • 


1.  English  edition,  |i. 00,  Rivington. 
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''Catholic  s''  Rejoinde7\ 


At  this  stage  of  the  controversy  the  Globe  admitted,  on  March 
19th,  a  letter  from  a  Roman  CathoHc,  signing  himself  "  Veritas." 

Though  he  touched  at  some  length  on  the  general  question  of 
Infallibility  and  on  the  case  of  Honorius,  he  professed  to  have  no 
desire  to  take  part  in  the  controversy,  but  simply  to  defend  the 
honor  of  the  late  Archbishop  Connolly,  who,  he  affirmed,  opposed 
the  Vatican  dogma  merely  as  an  Inopportunist.  To  sustain  his 
contention,  he  quoted  two  very  long  extracts  from  Sermons  by 
the  Rt.  Rev.  James  Rogers,  D.  D.,  Bishop  of  Chatham  ;  one,  the 
Funeral  Oration  delivered  at  the  obsequies  of  the  late  Archbishop 
Connolly ;  the  other,  a  Sermon  preached  at  St.  Louis,  Kent  Co., 
published  in  the  statement  of  case,  McGuirk  vs.  Richard. 

The  quotations  might  have  well  been  curtailed,  so  far  as  their 
bearing  upon  his  argument  was  concerned.  That  they  proved, 
however,  exceedingly  useful  to  "  Catholic"  in  a  way  doubtless  little 
expected  by  "  Veritas,"  will  be  seen  from  Catholic's  reply  ;  while 
in  it.  at  the  same  time,  the  purport  of  them  will  be  revealed  without 
further  quotations  being  necessary  here. 

On  March  24th  appeared  the  first  of  seven  instalments  from 
"Cleophas"  in  answer  to  "Catholic;"  the  second  followed  on 
March  27th  ;  the  third  on  April  2nd  ;  the  fourth  on  April  9th  ;  the 
fifth  on  April  13th;  the  6th  on  April  20th,  and  the  seventh  on 
April  24th. 

Nothing  appeared  from  "Catholic"  till  after  Holy  Week,  ex- 
cept the  following  short  letter  on  March  28th  : 

"Catholic"  to  "Veritas"  and  "Cleophas." 

To  the  Editor  of  tlie  "  Globe : " 

Sir, — I  have  a  reply  ready  for  "Veritas,"  and  one  in  prepara- 
tion for  "Cleophas."  As,  however,  we  are  on  the  eve  of  Holy 
Week,  and  controversy  is  an  enemy  to  the  solemn  devotions  of 
the  people,  I  will  not  forward  you  my  papers  till  after  Easter. 

J  I  remain,  yours  very  truly, 

Catholic. 


On  April  7th  came  out 
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To  the  Editor  of  the  "  Globe  / "  ,    ;  , 

Sir, — "Veritas"  will  not,  I  imagine,  prove  a  very  welcome' 
ally  to  "Cleophas."  If,  as  I  hail  him,  I  exclaim  '^  Fas  est  et  ab 
haste  doceri^  he  will,  I  trust,  interpret  the  word  hostis  in  the  kindly 
sense  in  which  it  is  used,  since  I  would  fain  regard  as  a  friend  one 
who  so  greatly  helps  me  to  elucidate  the  truth. 

It  ought  perhaps  first  to  be  noticed  that  "  Veritas  "  does  not  pro- 
fess to  help  "  Cleophas  "  solve  any  of  my  fifteen  questions,  which 
remain  wholly  unanswered.  He  comes  forward  simply  as  a  cham- 
pion for  the  late  Reverend  Archbishop  Connolly,  of  Halifax,  whose 
theological  honor  he  thinks  I  have  touched.  There  are  of  course  dif- 
ferent ways  of  looking  at  things.  I  regard  the  Archbishop's  courage- 
ous protest  against  error  at  the  Vatican  Council  as  his  chief  glory,  and 
his  leaving  Rome  with  the  rest  of  the  minority  before  the  decisive 
vote  was  taken,  to  assent  to  the  decrees,  in  private,  not  as  **  dutiful 
submission,"  but  as  desertion  of  the  cause  of  truth  and  slavish 
subjection.  But  however  that  may  be,  I  am  glad  my  other  state- 
ments concerning  the  Archbishop  are  not  called  in  question.  I 
must  confess  that  it  was  with  considerable  trepidation  that  I  fol- 
lowed Qiiirinus  in  placing  a  Prelate  of  a  See  so  little  known  in 
Europe  as  Halifax,  N.  S.,  among  the  notorious  Latin  orators  of 
the  Council,  for  I  feared  that  what  an  irate  Infallibilist  (Bishop 
Ullathorne)  presumed  to  say  of  the  most  learned  theologian  of 
Roman  Catholic  Germany  of  this  generation — I  mean  Dollinger — 
might  more  easily  be  said  of  Archbishop  Connolly,  "  Oh  !  he 
never  was  a  theologian."  I  am  grateful  to  "Veritas"  for  provid- 
ing me  with  documents  which  make  it  now  impossible  for  any  one 
to  say  that.  The  Rt.  Rev.  James  Rogers,  D.  D.,  Bishop  of  Chat- 
ham, establishes  the  truthfulness  of  Quirinus  in  several  particu- 
lars; and  as  he  does  so  by  undesigned  coincidences  (the  most 
convincing  of  all  evidences),  I  have  further  good  reason  for  con- 
cluding that  my  German  Roman  Catholic  authority  on  the  Vati- 
can Council  is  on  the  whole  veracious,  although  it  is,  as  "Veritas" 
says,  "  notoriously  anti-Papist." 
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Quirinus  says,  June  3rd,  1870,  p.  595  :  "  One  of  the  most  re- 
markable speeches,  theologically,  since  the  opening  of  the  Council^ 
was  that  of  Connolly,  Archbishop  of  Halifax."  Again,  p.  724: 
"  Then  followed  Archbishop  Connolly  with  a  speech  such'  as  has 
seldom  been  heard  here."  On  the  next  page,  the  Archbishop  is 
spoken  of  as  "  the  bold  and  free-minded  American  who  spoke 
with  the  full  weight  of  i  deep  and  laboriously  attained  conviction." 
Compare  this  with  Biihop  Rogers's  testimony  in  the  quotation 
by  "  Veritas."  He  tells  us  that  Archbishop  Connolly  was  a  devout 
and  religious  student  from  youth  up,  and  secured  by  devout 
application  "  the  most  clear  insight  into  the  truth  of  what  he  be- 
lieved ; "  that  his  knowledge  of  Scripture,  especially  of  its  salient 
points  bearing  upon  dogma,  was  "  admirable."  Moreover,  that 
when  he  was  at  Rome,  "  the  sense  of  the  responsibility  of  his 
"  office  as  one  of  the  Fathers  of  the  Council  "  made  him  **  study 
"  with  all  the  assiduous  application  of  which  his  gaeat  mitid  was 
'' capable,  diud  to  express  his  opinion  with  all  his  characteristic 
"  honest,  manly  candor,"  etc. 

The  German  is  not  wrong,  then,  in  his  witness  to  the  ability, 
earnestness,  and  courage  of  the  late  Archbishop. 

Again,  Quirinus  says,  Archbishop  Connolly  was  "  formerly 
an  unhesitating  adherent  of  the  Pope's  personal  infallibility"  (p. 
595).  Bishop  Rogers  reveals  the  reason,  as  well  as  confirms  the 
fact ;  he  tell  us  the  Archbishop  was  reared  on  Thomas-ex-Charmes, 
a  well-approved  seminary  text-book,  held  even  at  the  present  time 
in  high  repute  at  Rome,  and  that  his  favorite  author  was  Thomas 
Aquinas.  Now,  considering  that  Thomas  Aquinas  was  himself 
deceived  by  The  False  Decretals,  and  accepted  as  genuine  from 
Pope  Urban  IV.  the  Forged  Greek  Catena,  which  he  quotes 
copiously  in  support  of  the  Papal  claims,  and  that  any  book  ap- 
proved by  Jesuit  propagandists  must  be  thoroughly  extravagant 
on  those  claims,  it  would  be  strange  if  Archbishop  Connolly  were 
anything  but  an  Infallibilist. 

Can  any  thoughtful  reader,  however,  fail  to  ask,  What  need 
was  there  that  a  learned  theologian  of  advancing  years  should 
give  himself  to  study  with  ''assiduous  application',''  far  away  from 
the  quiet  of  his  own  home,  when  he  ought  to  have  been  at  leisure 
to  consult  with  his  brethren  over  the  questions  proposed,  and  to 
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enjoy  the  company  of  Prelates  he  would  probably  never  meet  again  ? 
Did  he  not  know  what  was  on  the  agenda  paper  before  leaving 
home  ?  Listen  to  my  answer  from  Quirinus  (p.  595)  and  at  the 
same  time  mark  how  well  his  witness  agrees  with  Bishop  Rogers. 
"  He  (Archbishop  Connolly)  had  come  here  (/.  e.  to  Rome)  with- 
"  out  having  specially  studied  the  question  (of  infallibility),  and 
"  under  the  full  belief  that  the  Allgemeine  ZeihingYvAA  calumniated 
"  the  Roman  See  in  representing  this  dogma  as  the  real  object  of 
"  the  Council."  "  But  when  he  found  what  was  expected  of  him 
"  here,  he  instituted  a  searching  examination,"  etc.,  etc.,  (as  in  my 
last  letter).^  What  a  depth  of  iniquity  lies  hid  then  under  Bishop 
Rogers'  simple  record  of  the  fact  of  Archbishop  Connolly's  ardu- 
ous studies  at  Rome  !  Archbishop  Connolly,  who  knew  Rome 
only  at  a  distance,  could  not  believe  the  Roman  See  could  be 
guilty  of  such  an  injustice  to  the  Bishops  as  that  charged  against 
it  in  a  German  paper.  But  he  found  it  only  too  true.  No  won- 
der his  stay  at  Rome  was,  as  Bishop  Rogers  calls  it,  a  "  trying 
period  ;"  no  wonder  under  such  circumstances  he  found  it  "  a  dif- 
ficult and  delicate  duty,"  to  quote  again  Bishop  Rogers,  "  to  urge 
his  own  views  against  what  was  evidently  the  wish  of  the  major- 
ity,"—  a  wish  so  evident,  I  may  here  remark,  that  it  was  forced 
upon  the  minority  by  every  species  of  terrorism  and  by  constant 
interruptions  from  the  bell  of  the  presiding  Legates,  as  half  a 
dozen  independent  witnesses  in  my  possession  testify  with  one 
voice.  Why,  if  the  Council  were  free  and  justly  managed,  should 
it  have  proved  so  trying  and  difficult  a  task  to  speak  one's 
mind  ?  I  thank  "  Veritas  "  for  this  confirmation  of  the  truth  of 
my  authorities  (all  Roman  Catholic  mark  you).  Here  we  see,  to 
begin  with,  an  unprecedented  outrage  by  the  Pope  of  Rome  on  the 
rights  of  other  Bishops  —  an  outrage  which  no  Bishop  of  an  earlier 
Council  would  have  tolerated  for  one  moment — an  outrage,  pro- 
tested against,  it  is  true,  but  yet  endured  by  the  Prelates  of  1870, 
who  thus  afibrd  us  further  evidence  of  the  crushing  effect  upon 
Christian  manliness  of  the  long  course  of  Jesuit  tyranny  which  has 
been  tightening  its  chains  upon  the  Church  for  the  last  three  hun- 
dred years,  and  corrupting  her  doctrine  through  approved  semi- 
nary text-books.  What,  let  me  ask,  would  members  of  Parliament 
or  of  any  merely  consultative  body,  think,  if  the  most  important 

1.  Page  15. 
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■question  of  the  session  or  debate  were  sprung  upon  them  at  the 
last  moment  ?  There  would  simply  be  an  outburst  of  indignation 
or  derision,  and  the  question  would  be  ignominiously  shelved  till 
•due  and  formal  notice  were  given  to  every  member.  This  one 
blot  upon  the  Council  should  be  sufficient  to  condemn  its  decrees 
as  worthless.  This  is,  however,  but  one  sign  out  of  many  of  the 
plots  of  the  Papal  supporters  to  burke  the  truth.  (A  catalogue 
of  blots  which  invalidate  the  decrees  of  the  Council  may  be  read 
in  several  French  letters,  one  especially  from  a  French  Bishop  to 
Count  Daru,  bound  up  at  the  end  of  Quirimis.Y  Archbishop 
Connolly  was  determined  to  defeat,  if  possible,  the  designs  of  the 
Jesuits ;  so,  at  infinite  pains  he  studied  the  question  of  Infallibility 
at  Rome,  independent  of  Thomas-ex-Charmes  and  Thomas  Aqui- 
nas, and  thus  became  a  strong  opponent  of  the  dogma.  He 
did  more  tiian  argue,  as  Bishop  Rogers  says  "  that  the  Church 
h;id  existed  nearly  two  thousand  years  without  such  definition, 
and  he  could  see  no  urgent  necessity  for  it  at  present."  Towards 
the  close  of  the  session  (in  June),  after  nearly  seven  months 
study,  he  strenuously  assailed  the  dogma  itself,  as  my  former 
quotations  and  the  following  demonstrate:'^  "Even  at  the  Apos- 
'  tolic  Council  at  Jerusalem,"  he  said,  "  St,  James  proved  the 
'  teaching  of  Peter  by  the  Prophets,  and  appealed  to  it  because  it 

*  agreed  with  theirs,  and  not  on  account  of  his  authority T  "  To 
'  define  Infallibility,"  he  said,  "  would  be  to  bring  the  Vatican 
'  Council  into  contradiction  with  the  three  Councils  which  con- 
'  demned  Honorius,  to  narrow  the  gates  of  Heaven,  repel  the  East, 
'and  proclaim  —  not  peace — but  war."     To  those  who  said  — 

*  Pereant  populi  sed  promulgetur  dogma,"  he  replied,  "  that  the 
'loss  of  one  soul  was  serious  enough  to  outweigh  all  the  advan- 
'  tages  looked  for  from  the  new  dogma." 

A  month  before  the  final  vote.  Archbishop  Connolly  said:^ 

*  Thrice  have  I  asked  for  proof  from  Scripture  according 
'  to  its  authentic  interpretation,  from  Tradition  and  from  Coun- 
'  cils,  that  the  Bishops  ought  to  be  excluded  from  the  defini- 

*  tion  of  dogmas."  (The  Vatican  decrees,  we  must  remember, 
say  that  the  ex  cathedrd  definitions  of  the  Roman  Pontiff  are 
of  themselves,  and  not  from  the  consent  of  the  Church,  irreform- 


1.  Some  of  these  I  have  quoted  in  Letter  IV.,  Part  3. 

2.  QuirtMMs,  p.  596. 
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Letter  III. 


25 


able,  so  that  for  the  future  there  need  be  no  convocation  of  Bish- 
ops; and  if,  for  decency  sake,  a  Synod  be  called,  they  will 
simply  be  a  consultative  body  with  a  valueless  vote,  mere  asses- 
sors to  the  Pope  in  fact.)  *'  Thrice  have  I  asked,  but  my  request 
"  has  not  been  complied  with,  and  now  I  adjure  you,  like  the 
"  blind  man  on  the  way  to  Jericho,  to  give  us  sight  that  we  may 
"  believe.  Hitherto  we  have  recognized  the  strongest  motive  for 
"  the  credibility  of  Catholic  doctrine  in  the  general  consent  of  the 
"  Church  notified  through  the  collective  Episcopate  ;  this  has  been 
"  our  shield  against  all  external  assailants,  and  by  this  power- 
"  ful  magnet  we  have  drawn  hundreds  of  thousands  into  the 
"  Church.  Is  this,  our  invincible  weapon  of  attack  and  defence, 
**  now  to  be  broken  and  trampled  under  foot,  and  the  thousand- 
"  headed  Episcopate,  with  the  millions  of  faithful  at  its  back,  to 
**  shrink  into  the  voice  and  witness  of  a  single  man  ?  Let  the  de- 
"  putation  prove  to  us  that  it  has  really  been  always  the  belief  of 
"  the  Church  that  the  Pope  is  everything  and  the  Bishops  nothing. 
"  The  Council  of  Jerusalem  did  not  adopt  the  formula*  of  Peter, 
*'  but  of  James,  who  spoke  before  him  (/.  e.  gave  sentence  in  Peter's 
"  presence),  and  in  the  Apostles'  Creed  we  do  not  say  '  Credo  in 
"  Petrum  et  successores  ejus,'  but  *  Credo  in  unam  Ecclesiam 
"  Catholicam.  ^  We  Bishops  have  no  right  to  renounce,  for  our- 
"  selves  and  our  successors,  the  hereditary  and  original  rights  of 
"the  Episcopate  —  to  renounce  the  promise  of  Christ,  '  I  am  with 
"  you  to  the  end  of  the  world.'  But  now  they  want  to  reduce  us 
"  to  nullities,  to  tear  the  noblest  jewel  from  our  pontifical  breast- 
"  plate,  to  deprive  us  of  the  highest  prerogative  of  our  office,  and 
*'  to  transform  the  whole  Church  and  the  Bishops  with  it,  into  a 
"  rabble  of  blind  men,  among  whom  is  only  one  who  sees,  so  that 
"  they  must  shut  their  eyes  and  believe  whatever  he  tells  them." 

Can  these,  then,  be  the  words  of  a  mere  Inopportunist?  What 
more  could  an  opponent  say  ? 

Bishop  Rogers,  it  is  true,  does  not  quote  these  speeches,  but 
then  he  was  preaching  the  funeral  sermon  of  a  reverend  friend, 
six  years  after  the  Vatican  decrees  had  been  forced  upon  the  run- 
away minority,  so  he  was  not  likely  to  stultify  himself  and  friend 
by  such  allusion,  especially  on  such  an  occasion. 

1.  The  Archbishop  seems  to  have  had  the  same  thought  in  his  mind  as  I  have  expressed  on 
p.  9  ;  viz.,  that —  if  true  —  Papal  Infallibility  must  have  found  expression  in  the  Creeds. 
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I  have  then,  I  claim,  amply  confirmed,  by  the  help  of  "  Veri- 
tas," the  verity  of  my  former  statement,  "that  Archbishop  Con- 
nolly scouted  the  Vatican  dogma  as  false'''  And  in  doing  so  I 
have  proved  more;  viz.,  that  he  was  too  honest  a  biblical  student 
to  misread,  as  some  Roman  controversialists  do,  the  record  of  the 
First  Council  of  Jerusalem  in  Acts  xv.,  to  which  he  twice  alludes 
above ;  too  honest  an  ecclesiastical  historian  even  to  attempt  to 
"get  over"  the  "stubborn  fact,"  as  "Veritas"  calls  it,  of  the  case 
of  Honorius.  Let  all  Roman  Catholics  of  these  parts,  to  whom 
the  memory  of  the  late  illustrious  Archbishop  Connolly  is  dear, 
remember  that  in  supporting  Papal  Infallibility  by  tampering  with 
the  evidence  of  Acts  xv.  and  the  case  of  the  Heretic-Pope  Hono- 
rius, they  are  going  in  the  face  of  perhaps  the  most  religious, 
learned,  honest  and  eloquent  Latin  orator  with  which  any  Cana- 
dian See  has  as  yet  been  adorned.  Let  them  also  consider  that 
the  conversion  of  such  a  theologian  and  lover  of  truth  at  the  age 
of  fifty-six,  from  being  all  his  life  an  Infallibilist,  the  moment  he 
shook  himself  clear  of  the  two  Thomases,  ought  seriously — even 
apart  from  other  damaging  considerations  set  forth  in  this  letter 
—  to  discredit  the  decision  of  the  majority. 

The  second  extract  from  Bishop  Rogers'  sermons  is  all  beside 
the  mark.  It  contains  a  fair  argument  for  the  Infallibility  of  the 
Church,  which  no  divine  of  any  Apostolic  Church,  east  or  west, 
disputes.  To  jump  from  that  to  the  Infallibility  of  a  single  Bishop  in 
the  Church  is  a  logical  aberration  too  ludicrous  to  need  refutation. 

Here  I  might  stop,  for  I  have  refuted  "  Veritas'  "  objection,  but 
for  the  fact  that  there  is  something  so  important  touched  on  in 
the  quotation  from  Bishop  Rogers  bearing  upon  the  questions  of 
the  validity  of  the  Infallibility  decree,  yet  so  easily  overlooked  by 
persons  unfamiliar  with  its  history,  that  I  must  not,  in  duty  to  the 
truth,  pass  it  by. 

I  have  called  the  minority,  rtmazvay.  For  what  reason  ?  "All 
the  Bishops  of  the  opposition  but  two  left  Rome,"  says  Quirinus^ 
"before  the  decisive  vote  was  taken  on  July  i8th,  and  an  abest 
was  the  answer  as  their  names  were  called  out."  What  does 
Bishop  Rogers  say  to  this  ?  He  assures  his  clergy  and  people,  in 
a  sermon  preached  at  Richibucto  the  year  after  the  Council,  that 
in  his  devotion  for  the  truth  he  remained  three  months  at  Rome 
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after  receiving  leave  of  absence  {i.  e.  from  the  Pope)  in  order  to 
record  his  vote,  and  from  the  Pastoral  forwarded  Aug.  15,  1870, 
from  Beauge,  France,  we  learn  that  in  the  general  congregatic  1 
that  vote  was  non  placet.  So  far,  good ;  but  what  follows  is  enough 
to  make  all  lovers  of  truth  and  courage  weep.  "  According  to  the 
permission  which  we  had  received,"  he  proceeds  (all  necessary 
arrangements  being  made  for  absence),  ''we  left  Rome  before  the 
public  session  of  the  j8th  of  fuly  took  placed  That  is  to  say,  he 
did  not  stop  to  register  his  vote  where  it  would  be  any  service  to 
the  Church,  viz.,  at  the  public  session,  although  held  only  five 
days  after  the  general  congregation,  although  he  had  delayed  his 
return  home  three  months  in  order  to  register  'it,  and  although 
there  was  no  sudden  need  for  his  returning  home,  as  his  delay  in 
France  from  July  18  to  Aug.  15  clearly  shows.  What  does  all 
this  mean  ?  Quirinus  and  other  authorities  explain.  The  Pope 
and  his  party  were  getting  impatient  of  delay,  already  the  Council 
had  dragged  on  wearily  for  seven  months  knger  than  expected 
on  account  of  the  opposition,  and  the  members  were  suffering 
severely  from  the  heat  of  an  Italian  July  sun  and  the  miasmata 
which  make  Rome  so  dangerous  in  the  summer.  It  had  been 
hoped  by  the  Italian  and  Spanish  Bishops,  who  could  stand  the 
climate  better  than  the  rest,  that  the  northern  Bishops  would  be 
compelled  to  leave  the  city  as  the  hot  season  advanced.  Many 
did  leave,  broken  down  with  diarrhoea  and  other  maladies,  yet 
still  nearly  ninety  absolute  opponents  and  sixty  Inopportunists 
hung  on  desperately,  in  hopes  of  a  prorogation.  The  Pope  was 
determined  to  bring  matters  to  a  head,  so  on  July  13th,  there  was 
a  general  congregation  assembled  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the 
real  strength  of  the  opposition.  It  proved  stronger  than  the  ma- 
jority anticipated,  —  eighty-eight  Bishops  (including  Connolly, 
Rogers,  and  Bourget^  of  Montreal)  voted  non  placet,  among  them 
the  best  names  of  European,  American,  Irish,  English  and  north 
Italian  Prelates.  Sixty-two  voted  placet  jiixta  niodum  (/.  e.  a  con- 
ditional yes),  while  ninety-one  abstained  from  voting.  Quirifius'^ 
gives  the  names  of  all  these  two  hundred  and  forty-one.  The 
opposition  were  cheered  by  this,  and  so  were  their  friends  at 
a  distance  when   the  result  was  known,  but  the   majority  was 

1.  "Veritas"  says  Quirinus  is  wrong  about  Bourget.    See  Globe  April  17,  1885. 
>^       ,     ,    .        2.  Pages  778-785. 
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furious ;  they  raved  against  the  minority ;  they  called  them  bad 
Catholics.  Manning  accused  them  of  being  guilty  of  "  proxi- 
mate heresy."  They  were  solemnly  assured  that  the  Pope  was 
determined  to  carry  the  dogma  in  spite  of  them ;  that  with  such  a 
majority  as  he  possessed,  strengthened  by  his  own  infallible  voice, 
the  dogma  must  be  proclaimed ;  and  then,  what  sort  of  a  position 
would  they  be  in  !  How  c^uld  they  bear  such  humiliation  ?  Not 
only  would  there  be  no  chance  of  promotion  for  them,  but  prob- 
ably something  far  worse  would  happen.  (It  may  not  be  known 
that  Roman  Catholic  Bishops  have  to  acknowledge  the  universal 
jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  in  a  very  practical  way,  which 
helps  to  keep  them  submissive,  and  also  to  replenish  the  Papal 
treasury,  by  securing  from  Rome  every  five  or  seven  years,  I  for- 
get which,  what  are  called  "  Faculties,"  without  which  none  of 
their  Episcopal  acts  are  counted  valid.  It  need  scarcely  be  said 
that  such  a  slavery  was  utterly  unknown  among  the  early  Bishops.) ' 

The  majority  knew  well  enough,  however,  that  even  a  small 
and  feeble  minority  was  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  result  they  longed 
for.  Though  they  hooted  him  down,  they  nevertheless  knew  the 
truth  of  Strossmayer's  exclamation,  "  That  alone  can  be  imposed 
"  on  the  faithful  as  a  dogma  w  \ch  has  a  moral  unanimity  of  the 
"  Bishops  of  the  Church  in  its  lavor,"  and  that  a  mere  majority,  as 
in  Parliament,  was  ineffective  to  secure  their  end  in  a  Council. 
Therefore  they  browbeat  and  bullied  till  the  minority,  sickened 
with  the  contention,  gave  way  and  forsook  their  posts.  On  July 
18,  only  two  Bishops,  Riccio  of  Cajazzo,  and  Fitzgerald  of  Little 
Rock,  U.  S.  A.,  (brave  men)  voted  non  placet.  All  the  rest  of  the 
opposition  had  decamped  between  the  13th  and  17th. 

It  is  true  they  handed  in  to  the  Pope  statements  of  their  objec- 
tion to  the  decrees  ;  true,  that  the  French  Prelates,  headed  by 
Darboy,  went  to  the  Pope  and  implored  him  to  avert  the  calamity  ; 
true,  that  Bishop  Ketteler  flung  himself  on  his  knees  before  Pius 
IX.  to  move  him  from  his  purpose  in  vain.'  But  what  was  the  use 
of  all  this  ?  The  heart-breaking  fact  remains,  that  the  flower  of 
the  Episcopate  deserted  their  posts  when  they  could  have  averted 
a  disaster,  and  they  are  responsible  before  God  for  their  failure  of 
duty.     Only  five  hundred  and  thirty-two,  out  of  seven  hundred 


1,  See  a  more  accurate  account.  Letter  IV.,  Part  3. 


2.  Quirtnus.  —  Letters  68,  69. 
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and  sixty-four  Bishops  who  attended  the  Vatican  Council,  re- 
mained to  vote  on  July  i8th.  The  distressed  minority  fled  to 
their  Dioceses  to  be  followed  by  the  decrees  which  they  were 
forced  to  swallow  at  the  point  of  an  anathema,  or  be  driven  away 
from  their  flocks  and  turned  out  of  the  Church  of  their  baptism. 
How  they  could  persuade  themselves  that  the  decrees  were  the 
faithful  utterance  of  the  Holy  Ghost  by  the  Church's  voice,  when 
they  themselves  had  failed  so  shamefully  in  their  duty  and  thus 
stifled  her  voice,  it  is  hard  for  us  to  understand;  but  such  is  the 
heart-rcndinj^  picture. 

The  Church  of  Rome  has  now  riveted  upon  her  neck  the 
chains  of  bondage,  forged  for  her  by  the  greatest  enemies  of  her 
true  welfare.  She  is  now  thoroughly  Italianized.  As  Quirinus 
says  (p.  809) :  "  The  Bishops  have,  ostensibly  of  their  own  free 
*'  will,  abdicated  in  favor  of  the  Monarch,  to  receive  back  from  him 
"  so  many  rights  and  commissions  as  he  may  think  good  to  dele- 
"gate  to  them.  The  revolution  of  the  Church  is  accomplished." 
Or,  as  Cardinal  Manning  bragged,  "  Dogma  has  triumphed  over 
history." 

Is  there  no  hope  for  a  remedy,  no  hope  of  release  from  bon- 
dage ?  We  can  see  none  within  the  Roman  Church  at  present ; 
but  there  may  arise  within  her  some  noble,  learned,  liberal-minded 
Prelates,  who,  as  they  study  the  history  of  the  Vatican  Council, 
with  its  uncanonical  secrecy,  its  usurpation  of  the  rights  of  Bishops, 
its  want  of  freedom  and  its  tyrranous  oppression  of  the  minority, 
will  protest  against  the  bindingness  of  its  decrees,  and,  like  Cardinal 
Schwarzenberg  and  Archbishop  Strossmayer,  demand  reform  of 
the  whole  system,  beginning  with  the  Pope  and  Cardinals.^ 

There  is  abundant  evidence  in  contemporary  records  to  prove 
that  Roman  Catholics  would  be  quite  within  their  canonical  rights 
in  refusing  to  bow  to  the  Vatican  decrees ;  and  it  is  devoutly  to 
be  wished  by  all  who  long  for  the  purification  and  reunion  of 
Christendom  that  the  work  of  the  "  insolent  and  aggressive  fac- 
tion," as  Cardinal  Newman  calls  them,  who  carried  the  day  at  the 
Vatican,  and  who  have  crippled  the  Church  for  three  hundred 
years,  should  be  undone,  and  the  Church  be  decentralized. 

With  many  sincere  thanks  for  so  much  space, 

I  remain,  yours  truly, 
March  27th,  i88s. 

'  1.  Quirinus,  p.  167. 
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After  the  second  instalment  of  my  rejoinder  to  "  Cleophas  " 
{Globe,  March  9),  nothing  of  mine  in  reference  to  his  seven  instal- 
ments appeared  in  the  Globe  till  April  28.  My  criticism  on 
"Cleophas'  "  first  five  instalments  was  sent  in  on  April  17,  but  was 
withheld  from  the  public  till  "  Cleophas  "  had  quite  finished.  The 
dates  of  his  seven  letters  have  already  been  furnished  (p.  20). 

As  they  are  far  too  long  to  print  here  in  full/  I  must  leave  my 
readers  to  glean  from  my  criticisms  the  chief  points  of  "  Cleo- 
phas' "  arguments,  and,  from  a  few  allusions  to  his  coarse  invective, 
the  general  style  in  which  he  has  conducted  his  side  of  the  con- 
troversy. 

I  must,  however,  make  special  reference  here  to  one  point 
which  may- possibly  be  overlooked  in  my  criticisms.  "Cleophas" 
objects  to  my  assailing  Papal  Supremacy  under  cover  of  a  raid 
upon  Papal  Infallibility  as  illogical.  I  have  shown  (p.  38)  that 
Ultramontane  apologists  do  not  think  so ;  that  they  clearly  per- 
ceive that  though  Papal  Supremacy  might  exist  without  In- 
f;  'libility.  Papal  Infallibility  must  fall  with  the  Supremacy. 
Therefore,  I  have  been  only  too  unpleasantly  logical  for  "  Cleo- 
phas" in  my  treatment  of  the  subject. 

1.  They  are  to  appear,  report  said  some  time  since,  in  pamphlet  form. 
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[The  "G/^7.*^,"  April  23th.] 


"  Catholic's  "    Criticism   on   *'  Cleophas  '  "    First 

Five  Instalments. 


To  the  Editor  of  the  "  Globe : " 

Sir, — Justly  anxious  though  you  are  to  be  rid  of  this  contro- 
versy, I  must  nevertheless  beg  of  you  some  indulgence,  since  only 
four  of  the  seventeen  columns  of  your  space  consumed  have  fallen 
to  my  share.  As  a  busy  city  man  I  find  it  impossible  to  keep  pace 
with  your  country  correspondent,  but  will  do  my  best  to  refute 
him.     Where  to  begin  is  the  question.     Let  "  Cleophas  "  suggest. 

When,  after  two  lengthy  instalments  of  quotations  from  "Cleo- 
phas," I  read  in  his  third  of  a  reserve  force  of  ^^  heavy  artillery'' 
being  brought  into  action  to  demolish  the  ''few  fragmentary  de- 
fences'" left  me  for  a  hiding  place,  I  thought  this  at  any  rate  a 
singular  piece  of  generalship,  and  wondered,  as  I  saw  my  citadel 
and  walls  unscathed,  whether  "Cleophas"  was  himself  deceived 
by  the  smoke  and  the  noise  from  his  light  artillery,  or  whether  he 
was  merely  bragging  to  his  friends  who  could  not  see  for  the 
smoke.  For  artillery,  to  be  destructive,  proper  missiles  and  good 
gunners  are  required.  Wrested  meanings  from  Scripture  and  the 
Fathers,  accompanied  by  domineering  braggadocia,  are  like  empty 
shells  which  shatter  themselves  against  the  fortifications.  It  is 
instructive  to  note  what  "Cleophas"  esteems  his  heavy  artillery. 
Evidence  from  the  earliest  ages  is  the  light,  from  the  later  the 
heavy,  for  after  the  heavy  is  announced  he  adduces  no  testimony 
earlier  than  the  fifth  century,  while  most  is  from  the  seventh.  One 
would  have  thought  that  to  establish  a  divine  charter  for  Papal 
Infallibility,  which  is  the  Roman  contention.  Apostolic  witnesses 
and  those  nearest  to  them  would  be  deemed  the  most  weighty ; 
yet  "Cleophas"  is  right  in  his  estimate  of  their  value  for  his  cause, 
since  he  knows  that  the  missiles  his  party  is  rash  enough  to  dis- 
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charge  from  Holy  Scripture  and  the  Anti-Nicene  Feathers,  recoil 
Hke  boomerangs  to  spread  confusion  in  his  own  camp.  Even 
Chrystosom  (end  of  fourth  century)  is  placed  in  the  light  brigade 
(we  shall  see  directly  with  what  effect),  while  no  quotation  is  ven- 
tured upon  from  any  Anti-Nicene  Father  (/.  c.  before  325  A.  D.). 

To  carry  on  "  Cleophas' "  instructive  imagery,  and  also  to  fol-' 
low  as  far  as  possible  his  order,  I  will  begin  with  some  light  artil- 
lery. A  misquotation  of  no  importance,  but  of  which  "  Cleophas  " 
makes  a  good  deal,  shall  bring  it  forth.  Butler  had  more  sense 
than  to  talk  of  a  person  "  convinced  against  his  will."  The  old 
saw  from  Hudibras,  Part  III.,  Canto  III,,  line  547,  runs  thus  : 

"  He  that  complies  against  his  will 
Is  of  the  same  opinion  still." 

That  is  not  applicable  to  me  at  present.  But  supposing  the  Inqui- 
sition—  which  Mgr.  Capel,  "Cleophas'"  friend,  has  been  lauding 
lately  in  the  States,  in  his  efforts,  as  emissary  of  the  Pope,  to 
pervert  the  American  Church  —  were  now  in  full  swing,  as  in  its 
halcyon  days  when  Europe  was  deluged  with  the  blood  of  its 
executions;  and  supposing  "Cleophas"  were  presiding  Legate  in 
these  parts,  with  all  his  apparatus  of  racks  and  thumb-screws  well 
arranged,  and  poor  "Catholic"  were  dragged  up  before  him  by 
the  spies  for  lack  of  faith  in  Papal  Infallibility,  and,  not  caring  to 
be  a  martyr,  swallowed  the  error  to  save  his  skin;  the  presiding 
Legate  could  then  lament,  "  he  has  complied  against  his  will,"  but 
alas  !  "  he  is  doubtless  of  the  same  opinion  still." 

It  is  under  the  Papal  tyranny  that  "Cleophas"  must  look  for 
illustrations  of  his  pet  quotation.  The  case  of  Galileo  is  an  in- 
stance, which  at  the  same  time  supplies  another  example  of  the 
value  of  Papal  Infallibility  in  the  past.  The  devoted  old  philoso- 
pher was  dragged  before  the  Inquisition  for  a  weary  trial  and 
imprisonment,  and  condemned  to  abjure  by  oath  upon  his  knees, 
that  "  the  earth  moves  round  the  sun."  Weak  and  worn  out,  he 
succumbed,  but  whispered  to  himself,  e  pur  si  viuove  (but  never- 
theless it  moves).  "  He  complied  against  his  will,"  etc.,  etc.  But 
that  was  not  all.  Urban  VIH.  made  Galileo's  recantation  an  infal- 
lible Papal  utterance  by  its  formal  publication  June  30,  1633,  so  as 
to  bind  the  whole  Church  for  the  preservation  of  the  truth  of  Scrip- 
ture.    Consistent  Infallibilists  should  feel  bound  by  it  now,  yet 
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even  "Cleophas,"  I  fancy,  would  exercise  a  little  mental  reserva- 
tion in  assenting  to  this  ex  cut/iedrn  decree.  Other  illustrations 
of  the  lines  from  Hudibras  may  be  found  among  Roman  Catholics 
in  quite  ecent  times.  The  scandal  of  the  Chaldean  Patriarch  at 
the  Va.  .1  Council,  forced  in  the  Pope's  private  chamber  to  sign 
a  recantation  of  his  opinions  against  the  Papal  claims,  is  one. 
The  intimidation  of  an  Armenian  Archbishop  who  was  rescued 
from  the  tyranny  of  the  so-called  Vicar  of  Christ  by  the  Turkish 
Ambassador  from  Florence  !  is  another ;  while  "  Cleophas "  re- 
minds meof  "  Poor  Pere  Griitry,"  refused  upon  his  death-bed  the 
last  sacraments  of  the  Church  till  he  had  assented  to  the  Vatican 
dogma.  I  wonder  "  Cleophas  "  dare  boast  of  that.  What  will  not 
the  religion  of  Anathema  do  !  But  what  does  God  think  of  such 
submissions?  and  how  will  they  look  in  the  judgment  to  those 
who  have  forced  them  on  conscientious  men  ?  Submit  to  tyranny, 
like  Galileo,  he  might,  but  never  could  he,  any  more  than  that 
philosopher,  withdraw  what  God  had  helped  him  publish  to  the 
world.  Let  any  one  read  for  themselves  his  four  letters  to  De- 
champs  which  convulsed  Rome  during  the  Vatican  session,^  if 
they  would  get  an  idea  of  how  deeply  the  father  of  lies  has  im- 
pressed his  footprints  upon  the  literature  of  the  Church  to  secure 
that  despotism  within  her  which  Christ  so  strictly  forbid.  Page 
after  page  teems  with  instances  of  corruptions  of  the  Fathers, 
of  the  decrees  of  Councils  and  Popes,  of  false  deductions,  of 
garbled  passages  (chapter  and  verse  given  for  each),  so  that  he 
does  not  hesitate  to  say:^  '*  It  is  a  question  utterly  gangrened 
by  fraud y 

As  I  shall  have  some  instances  to  give  of  this  myself  from 
''Cleophas,"  who  has  committed  himself  to  the  guidance  of  cor- 
rupt authorities,  I  will  here  record  also  Dollinger's  testimony  on 
this  head.  When  ordered  by  his  Archbishop  to  submit  to  the 
Vatican  decrees,  he  respectfully  but  bravely  answered  the  sum- 
mons on  March  28,  187 1,  by  a  challenge  to  meet  the  Bishops  and 
their  theologians  and  prove  against  all  their  objections,  — 

I.  "That  the  texts  of  Holy  Scripture  cited  in  defence  of  the 
"  decrees  could  not  be  so  cited  except  in  violation  of  the  solemn 
"  oath,  sworn  by  every  priest,  not  to  receive  nor  interpret  the  Holy 

1.  Bailey's  translation  ;  published  by  Hayes,  Lyall  Place,  London,  3s.  i.  Page  46. 
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Scriptures  except  in  accordance  with  the  unanimous  consent  of 
the  Fathers. ' 

2.  "  That  the  assertion  that  the  substance  of  the  new  decrees 
has  been  beheved  and  been  taught  in  the  Church  *  everywhere, 
always,  and  by  all,'  rests  on  an  entire  misapprehension  of  tradi- 
tion and  perversion  of  history,  and  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the 
clearest  facts  and  testimonies. 

3.  "  That  the  Bishops  of  the  Latin  countries,  who  constituted 
the  immense  majority  of  the  Council,  had  been  misled  on  the 
subject  of  the  Papal  authority  by  the  text-books  used  in  their 
theological  training ;  the  passages  quoted  in  these  books  as 
proofs  hcing  false,  forged,  or  garbled. 

4.  "  That  the  new  decrees  are  in  direct  contradiction  to  decrees 
"of  former  CEcumenical  Councils  confirmed  by  Popes." 

He  concluded  his  letter  with  these  words  : 

"  As  a  Christian,  as  a  theologian,  as  an  historian,  and  as  a  citi- 
"  zen,  I  cannot  accept  this  doctrine." 

It  is  needless  to  add  that  the  challenge  was  not  accepted,  but 
the  speedier  and  more  immediately  effective  argument  of  excom- 
.  munication  was  at  once  applied. 

,  Let  a  little  of  my  heaviest  artillery  be  brought  into  action  for 
a  moment  —  that  which  outweighs  all  the  Fathers  together,  how- 
ever precious  and  valuable  they  may  be  for  throwing  light  on 
difficult  passages  of  Scripture  —  the  Word  of  God,  the  Divine 
record  of  the  Faith  and  Charter  of  the  Church's  rights  and  privi- 
leges. What  does  that  say  about  St.  Peter's  Primacy  and  Infalli- 
bility ?  It  places  Peter's  name  first  of  the  twelve  in  the  three  lists 
of  the  Apostles  —  first  of  the  three  chosen  ones  —  Peter,  James, 
and  John — who  attend  Jesus  at  the  Transfiguration,  the  raising 
of  Jairus'  daughter,  and  in  Gethsemane.  It  presents  him  usually 
as  the  spokesman  of  the  twelve,  and  as  addressed  by  Christ  as 
their  representative  on  certain  occasions,  as  sent  with  John  to  pre- 
pare the  Passover,  and  as  Christ's  agent  in  a  miracle  to  pay  the 
Temple  tax.  It  reveals  to  us  that  his  name  Petrus  (a  stone  or 
small  piece  of  rock)  was  given  him  by  Christ  for  his  inspired  con- 

1.  Creed  of  Pius  IV.,  2nd  clause  after  Nicene  Creed. 
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fession of  his  Master's  divinity,  the  Pet7-a  or  Rock  on  which 
Christ's  Church  should  be  built. ' 

That  he  should  have  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven, 
though  not  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other  Apostles,  or  as  Christ's 
delegate  through  whom  they  were  to  obtain  them,  since  to  all 
alike  was  the  promise  made  of  binding  and  loosing,  and  on  all 
Christ  breathed  after  His  Resurrection,  saying,  "  Receive  ye  the 
Holy  Ghost.  Whosesoever  sins  jr  remit,"  etc.  Therefore  it  was 
as  the  president  and  representative  of  the  company  that  he  first 
received  the  promise.  It  tells  us  of  Peter's  terrible  apostacy  and 
deep  penitence,  of  Christ's  anticipatory  warning  and  promise, 
which  was  to  give  him  hope  in  his  hour  of  sin,  lest  he  should  des- 
pair like  Judas  :  "  I  have  prayed  for  thee  that  thy  'faith'  fail  not."^ 
It  tells  too  of  his  restoration  by  Christ  after  his  threefold  denial 
by  a  tlircefold  confession  of  tove,  to  his  old  position  of  president 
among  the  Pastors,  for  his  own  great  consolation,  and  to  pre- 
vent any  question  being  raised  about  it  by  the  rest  on  account  of 
his  apostacy. 

It  does  not  tell  of  any  donation  of  power  or  authority  to  Peter 
over  the  Apostles  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  speaks  about  iivelve  thrones, 
oi  tiuelve  foundation  stones  laid  upon  \.\\q  foundation  rock  of  Christ, 
without  making  any  distinctions  ;  while,  at  the  same  time,  the  in- 
spired Charter  contains  the  sternest  prohibition  by  Christ  deliv- 
ered on  two  occasions  against  personal  ambition.  I  must  dwell 
for  one  moment  on  this.  The  Apostles  were  contending  for  the 
chief  rank.  Palestine  was  under  the  imperial  sway  of  the  Caesars. 
Christ  alludes  to  this  lordship  or  dominion,  and  says  distinctly, 
''  But  so  shall  it  not  be  among  you T  ^  He  actually  condemns  by 
anticipation  the  absolute  despotism  of  the  wearer  of  the  triple 
crown,  who  reigns  from  the  very  seat  of  heathen  empire,  and 
whose  claims  would  have  made  the  Caesars  stagger. 

1.  Vulgate,  St.  Mat.  xvi.,  i8.  "  Tu  es  Petrus,  et  super  hanc  petratu  adificabo  ccclesiam 
meam."  The  vast  majority  of  the  Fathers  so  interpret  Mat.  xvi.,  17-19.  See  Roman  Archbishop 
Kenrick's  (of  Louisville,  U.  S.  A.,)  speech  printed  at  Naples,  1870,  because  not  allowed  to  be 
printed  in  Rome,  for  full  analysis.  Also  the  collect  in  the  Roman  Missal  and  Breviary  for 
June  28th,  "  The  bock  of  the  Apostolic  confession." 

2.  The  word  "faith"  in  Luke  xxii.,  31,  3a,  means  "trust"  or  "confidence,"  not  "The 
Faith"  or  body  of  Christian  Truth.  The  Greek  is  He  pistis  sou,  the  same  as  in  the  passage 
made  so  familiar  to  English  readers  by  Longfellow's  Blind  Bartimeus,  He  pistis  sou  sesoke  se  — 
Thy  faith  hath  saved  thee.  3.  Mat,  xx.,  36, 
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The  history  of  the  Acts  reveals  Peter's  prominent  position,  i. 
He  directs  the  election  of  Matthias.  2.  Preaches  the  chief  sermon 
of  Pentecost  (the  others  preached  also,  be  it  observed,  in  various 
tongues).  3.  Works  the  first  miracle.^  4.  Is  spokesman  before 
the  Sanhedrim.^  5.  Passes  judgment  on  Ananias  and  Sapphira. 
6.  Is  first  to  admit  Gentiles,''  7.  Is  one  of  the  chief  speakers  at 
the  Council  of  Jerusalem.* 

The  being  first  to  admit  Jews  and  Gentiles  to  the  Church  is  « 
personal  privilege  which  of  course  can  never  be  repeated. 

Do  any  of  the  rest  prove  a  primacy  of  dominion  over  the  rest 
of  the  Apostles  ?  Let  us  see.  If  we  find  it  anywhere,  it  will  surely 
be  at  the  Election  of  Matthias,  where  Peter,  like  the  Pope  in  the 
plenitude  of  his  Apostolic  power  as  Vicar  of  Christ,  will,  like 
Christ,  nominate  of  his  own  mere  motion  a  man  to  fill  up  the  ranks, 
as  the  Pope  now  fills  up  the  ranks  of  his  college  of  Cardinals,  who 
are  supposed  to  represent  the  Apostles.  But  nothing  of  the  sort. 
Peter  simply  calls  upon  the  assembly,  120  in  number,'^  to  nomi- 
nate certain  of  their  body  —  who  had  fulfilled  the  necessary  con- 
ditions—  out  of  whom  Christ  would  notify,  by  the  casting  of  the 
lots,  which  one  He  chose  for  the  ofiice.  Where  is  imperialism 
here  ?  It  is  absolutely  excluded.  Yet  Roman  Catholics  pretend 
that  the  present  Roman  claims  and  the  dominion  of  the  Pope  of 
Rome  for  over  a  thousand  years  is  a  legitimate  development  of 
this.  Where  is  there  any  line  of  likeness  ?  It  is  not  even  a  cari- 
cature of  primitive  truth,  like  Transubstantiation,  compulsory 
confession.  Purgatory,  adoration  of  the  Virgin,  etc.,  etc.,  in  which 
we  can  recognize  some  likeness  to  the  original.  The  Pope  not 
only  nominates  his  Cardinals,  he  can  swoop  down  upon  a  diocese 
when  he  pleases  and  abrogate  its  now  meagre  right  of  sending 
him  names  from  which  to  elect  its  Bishop,  if  it  suits  his  purpose, 
as  when  he  used  to  intrude  Italian  Bishops  into  English  Sees  to 
secure  their  revenues  to  be  spent  in  idleness  at  Rome ;  or,  as  in 
recent  times,  when  he  rode  roughshod  over  the  rights  of  Arch- 
bishop Errington,  coadjutor  of  Cardinal  Wiseman  cum  jure  suc- 
cessionis,  and  appointed  Dr.  Manning  to  the  titular  See  of  West- 
minster, because,  as  a  thorough -paced  Infallibilist,  he  would  be 
more  useful  at  the  projected  Vatican  Council. 

1.  Acts  iii,,  6.        2.  iv.  8;  v.  ag.        3.  X.34,  48.        4.  xv,,  7,        5.  Acts  i.,  15. 
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Add  to  this  "the  quinquennial  faculties"  mentioned  in  my 
letter  to  "Veritas,"  by  which  he  keeps  the  Bishops  in  order  and 
replenishes  his  exchequer,  and  we  have  a  despotism  such  as  has 
never  been  seen  in  the  most  tyrannous  days  of  the  Roman  Empire. 
As  has  been  cleverly  remarked,  he  who  can  develope  such  a 
despotism  out  of  the  simple  presidency  of  Peter  could  develope  a 
behemoth  out  of  a  beemoth. 

I  have  brought  all  the  Scripture  evidence  together  which 
makes  for  St.  Peter's  primacy  of  honor.  There  is  strong  evidence 
from  Scripture,  besides  the  above,  against  its  being  anything  more. 
Peter  is  actually  called  to  task  by  Judaising  Christians  (not  Apos- 
tles) immediately  after  his  return  to  Jerusalem  from  Cornelius, 
for  eating  with  the  uncircumcised,*  and  he,  instead  of  asserting  his 
supremacy  and  infallibility,  and  commanding  obedience,  as  the 
Roman  theory  needs,  admitted  his  responsibility  to  them  and  put 
in  a  defence  of  his  conduct.  At  the  Council  of  Jerusalem,^  though 
a  chief  speaker,  not  he,  but  James,  presided  ;  James's  formula  was 
adopted,  and  the  decrees  were  issued  —  not  in  the  name  of"  Peter, 
the  Synod  approving,"  after  the  Vatican  style,  but  in  the  name  of 
the  Holy  Ghost  and  the  Synod  of  Apostles  and  Elders.'^ 

Next,  what  does  Peter  himself  think  of  his  position?  Does  he 
magnify  his  office  as  he  should  do  if"  all  power  of  jurisdiction  and 
the  treasury  of  infallible  truth  lie  locked  up  in  his  breast,"  as  is 
claimed  for  the  Pope?  In  no  way :  he  speaks  of  himself*  as  co- 
presbyter  or  fellow-elder,^  emphatically  warns  them  not  to  lord  it 
over  Christ's  heritage,"  while  in  his  final  exhortation  to  his  flock  ^ 
he  asserts  no  personal  supremacy. 

The  plea  of  humility  is  out  of  place  here,  where  so  much  in 
the  future  of  the  Church,  according  to  the  Vatican  decrees,  de- 
pends upon  him.  Compare  this  humble  style  with  the  "  tall  talk  " 
— to  borrow  "Cleophas'  "  elegant  diction  —  attributed  to  the  im- 
perious Leo  four  centuries  later  than  Peter,  by  "  Cleophas' " 
approved  seminary  text-book,  and  see  where  the  likeness  lies. 

In  this  connection  we  must  not  omit  to  notice  how  St.  Paul's 
importance  to  the  Gentile  Church  altogether  overshadowed  St. 

1.  Acts  xi.,  3,  4,  2.  Acts  xv. 

3.  Acts  XV.,  28.    The  Douay  version  is  all  right  here. 

4.  \  Peter  v.,  i.        5,  Vulgate  consenior.        6.  1  Peter  v.  3.        7.  2  Peter  i.,  ia-15. 
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Peter's.  It  is  Paul  who  founds  innumerable  Churches  in  the  most 
civilized  and  important  centres  of  the  Roman  Empire, — Paul  who 
teaches  the  Church  by  his  Epistles  and  by  the  writings  of  his  com- 
panion St.  Luke  (in  Luke's  Gospel  and  the  Acts),  —  Paul  who 
addresses  an  important  theological  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  and 
claims  obedience  from  the  Roman  Church^  without  so  much  as  a 
hint  at  Peter's  claims  over  them.  It  is  Paul's  Epistles  which  are 
loaded  with  dogmatic  and  disciplinary  instructions,  compared  with 
which,  for  bulk  and  importance,  St.  Peter's  two  short  Epistles 
seem  nowhere.  It  is  Paul  who  claims  to  exercise  authority  from 
a  distance,  and  to  confirm  the  absolution  of  a  penitent.  Paul,  who 
not  only  was  the  great  teacher  of  the  Church  in  his  day,  but  ever 
since  has  maintained  his  pre-eminence. 

Some  years  ago  I  made  an  analysis  of  the  Epistles  and  Gos- 
pels for  the  year  in  the  Roman  Missal,  and  I  found  that  whereas 
St.  Paul  supplies  one  Tiundred  and  eleven  Epistles,  St.  Peter  con- 
tributes only  twelve ;  that  whereas  St.  Paul's  companion  supplies 
seventy-three  Gospels  and  twenty-four  Epistles  (from  the  Acts), 
St.  Peter's  companion,  St.  Mark,  yields  only  thirteen  Gospels. 
That  is  to  say,  the  Roman  Church  has  selected  for  her  most  sol- 
emn service  twenty-five  Petrine  as  against  two  hundred  and  eight 
Pauline  lections,  or  less  than  one-eighth.  St.  Peter,  in  fact,  in  this 
respect  falls  below  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  and  John,  and  stands 
only  a  little  above  James  and  Jude.  How  do  the  Papal  claims 
stand  then  at  the  bar  of  God's  Holy  Word  ?  But  I  have  some- 
thing else  to  say  from  Holy  Writ.  This  time  on  the  question  of 
Infallibility,  for  although  the  claim  to  personal  Infallibility  falls 
with  that  of  Supremacy,  it  will  be  well  to  see  where  we  are  to  look 
for  Infallibility,  or  rather  Inerrancy  (which  is  a  better  word)'  in  the 
Church.  The  Infallibilists  could  not  but  perceive  that  if  St.  Peter 
were  the  only  infallible  teacher  among  the  Apostles,  he  must 
needs  have  been  in  the  President's  chair  instead  of  James  at  the 
Council,  Acts  xv.,  and  therefore  to  account  for  his  subordinate 

1.  Romans  xv.  15-20. 

2.  The  Roman  Archbishop  Kenrick  says,  in  his  printed  speech  prepared  for  the  Vatican 
Council  :  "  The  usage  has  prevailed  of  predicating  infallibility  of  the  Church,  but  it  would  be 
better  to  use  the  word  inerrancy.  In  the  strict  sense  of  the  word  "  infallible  "  it  is  predicable 
only  of  A  person.  God  only  is  infallible.  Of  the  Church,  the  most  that  we  can  assert  is,  that  it 
does  not  err  in  teaching  the  doctrines  of  faith  committed  to  her  charge  by  Christ," —  See  "An 
Inside  View  of  the  Vatican  Council ^  p.  i6o. 
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position  they  invented  the  theory  that  each  Apostle  was  equally 
inspired  and  personally  infallible.  Therefore,  I  was  very  logical  in 
attacking  the  Supremacy  {pace  Hergenrother),  for  although  the 
Supremacy  need  not  fall  with  the  Infallibility,  Infallibility  must 
fall  with  the  Supremacy. 

But  this  theory  creates  two  difficulties  : 

1.  What  Apostles  are  meant?  merely  the  original  twelve,  or 
those  also  admitted  later  to  the  Apostolate,  like  Paul,  Barnabas, 
Silas,  James,  the  Lord's  brother,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  etc.  ?  Paul 
can  scarcely  be  excluded. 

2.  (Very  damaging  to  Papal  claims.)  If  all  Apostles  were 
equally  infallible,  where  do  we  find  the  special  grant  to  Peter  alone 
to  pass  on  his  infallibility  to  his  successors  ? 

Can  we  find  any  support  for  this  theory  in  Holy  Writ  ?  Abso- 
lutely none.  What  we  do  find  is  a  promise  from  Christ  to  the 
Church  in  her  corporate  capacity  of  guidance  by  the  Holy  Ghost^ 
the  true  Vicar  of  Christ,  into  all  {i.  e.  complete)  tru*^h,'  and  of 
successfully  withstanding  the  gates  of  hell ;  ^  also  a  direction  to 
abide  by  the  ChurcJis  sentence  in  a  case  of  appeal:'  ^' Tell  the 
Church,"  "  He  that  will  not  hear  the  Church,"  etc. ;  while  His 
Aposde,  St.  Paul,  speaks  of"  the  Church  of  the  living  God  as  the 
pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth."* 

Inspired  the  Apostles  doubtless  were  at  times,  or  frequently, 
like  the  Prophets  of  old,  but  nowhere  do  we  find  that  Christ 
assured  any  separate  individual  of  personal  infallibility.  I  have 
already  disposed  of  the  only  passage  that  might  be  adduced.^ 
"  He  pistis  soji  "  does  not  mean  "  The  Faith,"  but  personal  confi- 
dence.* What  do  the  Acts,  the  first  and  inspired  commentary  on 
the  Gospels,  reveal  about  this  ?  The  Apostles,  abiding  together 
at  and  around  Jerusalem  for  twelve  years  after  the  Ascension,  not 
merely,  we  may  be  sure,  to  found  Judaean  Churches,  —  twelve 
Apostles  for  twelve  years  concentrating  their  efforts  on  so  small 
an  area  would  be  out  of  all  proportion  to  their  other  tasks,  —  but 
in  order  that  they  as  a  ^  )dy  might  become  thoroughly  saturated 
with  the  great  truths  aey  had  received  from  Christ,  both  before 
and  after   His  resu    cction,  discussing  them  together,  studying 


1.  St.  John  XV.  ?6,  xvi.  13.        2.  Mat.  xvi.  18. 
5.  Luke  xxii.  32. 


3.  Mat.  xviii.  17, 
6.  Page  35. 


4.  I  Tim.  iii.  15. 
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the  "  books  of  Moses  and  the  Psalms  and  Prophets,"  out  of  which 
Christ  Himself  had  expounded  to  them  "  the  things  concerning 
Himself,"'  and  drawing  out  the  manifold  consequences  to  Chris- 
tian Faith  and  Practice,  in  order  that  there  might  be  consent 
among  themselves,  and  that  all  might  hereafter  speak  the  same 
things.  Tradition  says  the  foundations  of  the  Apostles'  Creed 
were  laid  at  this  time.  When,  after  this  careful  precaution  to  pre- 
serve the  integrity  and  "  due  proportion  "  of  the  Faith,  they  sepa- 
rated to  fulfil  Christ's  last  command,  "  Go  teach  all  nations,"  we 
may  well  believe  that  Ood  preserved  each  from  minor  errors,  when 
7neeting  together  became  impossible,  though  we  can  quote  no  auth- 
ority for  even  this  pious  opinion. 

The  Acts,  however,  supply  certain  evidence  against  the  theory 
of  individual  infallibility.  Why  bring  Apostles  from  Antioch  to 
Jerusalem  to  pronounce  upon  so  simple  a  dogmatic  question  as  to 
the  salvability  of  Gentile  converts  without  circumcision,  if  each 
was  personally  assured  of  infallible  judgments?  Probably  they 
might  have  judged  aright  separately,  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  they 
did  not  decide  authoritatively  by  the  Holy  Ghost  till  they  met  in 
Council.'^  The  Apostles  then,  it  is  clear,  attached  Christ's  promise 
of  inerrancy  to  the  Church  in  her  corporate  capacity.'  The  Apos- 
tles did  not  esteem  the  promise  confined  to  themselves,  any  more 
than  they  claimed  sole  right  to  elect  Matthias.  Elders  as  well  as 
Apostles  are  included  in  the  Synodal  letter,  as  the  body  by  whom 
the  Holy  Ghost,  their  promised  guide  to  truth,  was  speaking, 
"  It  seemeth  good  to  the  Holy  Ghost  and  to  us."* 

Even  St.  Paul  —  who,  of  all  Apostles,  seems  to  have  the  great- 
est claim  to  personal  inerrancy,  who  received  the  Faith  by  special 
revelation,'  and  saw  no  Apostle  till  three  years  after  his  conver- 
sion, and  then  says,  "they  added  nothing"  to  him  —  even  he,  by 
attending  the  Council,  confirms  the  true  theory  that  2inerring 
judgments  and  exposition  of  truth  belong  by  Divine  promise,  7iot 
to  individuals^  but  to  the  Church  only  in  her  corporate  capacity. 

1.  See  Luke  xxiv.  27,  32,  44. 

2.  St.  Peter,  "the  mfaWihle  "  /ar  ex-cellcnce,  strangely  enough  fell  away  on  thh  very  point 
at  Antioch  and  incurred  severe  rebuke  before  all  from  St.  Paul,  in  consequence. — Gal.  ii.  2, 

3.  This  is  all  Bishop  Rogers /rtf»«  in  his  sermon  quoted  by  "  Veritas." 

4.  Acts  XV.  28.  5.  Gal.  I,  12.  r    , 
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I  might,  did  space  permit,  adduce  striking  evidence  for  this 
conclusion  from  the  history  of  the  Canon  of  Scripture,  which  was 
not  settled  in  its  present  form  till  the  fourth  century,  so  that  the 
Church  sat  in  judgment  even  upon  Apostolic  writings, —  admitted 
some,  rejected  others. 

The  Church  of  early  post-apostolic  times,  it  is  clear,  acted  upon 
this  belief.  When  heresies  of  threatening  proportions  arose,  the 
whole  Church  met  in  council  by  her  representatives.  Bishops  from 
all  lands,  accompanied  by  certain  of  their  best  theologians,  assem- 
bled together ;  a  copy  of  the  Holy  Gospels  was  placed  on  a  throne  in 
their  midst,  to  show  that  nothing  could  be  decided  as  of  faith  con- 
trary to  apostolic  doctrine;  the  writings  of  the  chief  divines  who 
had  preceded  them  were  consulted  on  the  point  under  discussion ; 
while  each  bishop  testified  to  the  traditional  tea(  hing  of  his  own 
church;  the  whole  proceedings  of  course  being  inaugurated  by 
prayer  for  the  Holy  Spirit's  aid.  The  decrees  were  promulgated 
in  the  name  of  the  Synod  and  signed  by  the  bishops  present. 
Copies  of  them  were  sent  to  all  absent  prelates,  and  as  they  became 
accepted  throughout  the  church  so  were  they  esteemed  as  the  voice 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  the  council  was  accepted  as  truly  Qilcumeni- 
cal  (/.  e.,  universal).  The  Councils  of  Niccea,  325  A.  D.,  Constan- 
tinople, 381  A.  D.,  Ephesus,  431  A.  D.,  and  Chalcedon,  451  A.  D., 
formally  acknowledged  by  the  Church  of  England,  were  undoubt- 
edly such,  as  were  also  the  two  less  important  ones  of  Constanti- 
nople, 553  and  680  A.  D.,  whose  dogmatic  decrees  were  universally 
accepted,  i.  t'.,  by  East  and  West,  before  the  great  split  between 
them. 

Of  course  every  council  had  its  presiding  bishop  or  bishops,  or 
business  could  not  have  been  transacted.  At  Nicaea  there  appear 
to  have  been  three  for  its  several  sessions  —  Alexander  of  Alexan- 
dria, Eustathius  of  Antioch,  and  Hosius  of  Cordova;  at  Constanti- 
nople I.  —  Timothy  of  Alexandria  and  others;  at  Ephesus,  Cyril 
of  Alexandria ;  at  Chalcedon  the  legates  of  Leo  of  Rome  presided 
by  desire  of  the  Emperor  Theodosius;  at  Constantinople  H. — 
Eutychius  of  Constantinople;  and  at  Constantinople  III.  —  the 
legates  of  Agatho  of  Rome.  ^  The  decrees  were  invariably  pub- 
lished in  the  name  of  the  Synod,  not  of  the  president.     I  will  quote 

"•  '     ^   .  1,  See //am/)to»ti  on  the  Councils,  and  Z.aM</<'». 
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the  preamble  of  the  last  of  the  six  to  show  that  so  late  as  the  end 
of  the  7th  century,  after  many  of  the  rights  of  Bishops  had  been 
invaded  by  the  powerful  prelates  of  Rome,  whose  pretentions  were 
intolerable,  the  Church  never  dreamt  of  adopting  the  presumptuous 
style  of  Pius  IX  ,  which  degrades  all  the  Bishops  to  mere  assessors 
of  the  Pope.  The  decrees  began  as  follows:  "The  1  great  and 
CEcumenical  Synod  which  has  been  assembled  by  th  .  ace  of  God, 
and  the  religious  decree  of  the  most  religious  and  faithful  and 
mighty  sovereign  (here  the  Emperor  is  named),  in  the  God-pro- 
tected and  royal  city  of  Constantinople,  New  Rome,  in  the  Hall  of 
the  Imperial  palace,  called  Tru'lus,  has  decreed  as  follows."  This, 
making  allowance  for  the  high  sounding  titles  with  which  that  age 
abounded,  is  strictly  in  accord  with  the  example  of  the  First  Coun- 
cil in  Acts  XV.,  and  exhibits  the  Church  in  her  corporate  capacity 
setting  forth  infallible  truth  according  to  Christ's  promise.  She 
knew  nothing  in  those  days  of  the  personal  infallibility  of  any  in- 
dividual bishop,  however  exalted.  An  extraordir^ry  metamor- 
phose then  has  been  effected  somehow.^  Ho\\  1  that  claim 
divine  origin? 

A  study  of  "  The  Rise  of  the  Papal  Power  "  '■'  shows  its  origin  to 
be  anything  but  divine.  Taking  advantage  of  the  important  posi- 
tion and  extraordinary  privileges  ceded  to  the  church  at  Rome  by 
Bishops  and  Emperors,  the  Popes  gradually  encroached  upon  the 
rights  of  other  bishops.  Founded  by  Peter  and  Paul,  who  watered 
her  soil  with  their  blood,  boasting  of  a  host  of  notorious  martyrs 
in  the  Coliseum,  magnified  and  enriched  by  Emperors  after  the 
conversion  of  Constantine,  teaching  at  the  seal  of  empire  and  giv- 
ing material  assistance  from  her  wealth  to  needy  churches,  the 
Church  of  Rome  necessarily  took  precedence  among  the  churches. 
"  She  was  the  only  Patriarchate  in  the  West,  while  three  Patri- 
"  archs  divided  the  East.  Antioch  and  Alexandria  were  Apos- 
**  tolical,  but  not  Imperial ;  Constantinople  was  Imperial,  but  not 
"  Apostolical ;  Rome  was  both  Imperial  and  Apostolical.  In  the 
"  struggle  for  precedence  among  the  three  Eastern  Patriarchs, 
"  Rome  was  appealed  to,  not  as  an  umpire,  still  less  as  a  Sover- 
*'  eign,  but  as  a  partizan,  and  she,  in  taking  sides,  followed  policy 
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1.  See  my  summary  of  the  Vatican  decrees,  page  7. 
2.  Hussey  is  a  good  guide  on  the  subject. 
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"  rather  than  principle,  and  her  growing  ascendancy  followed  as 
"  a  matter  of  course."  '  Imperialism  was  the  order  of  the  day  in 
secular  affairs.  It  fascinated  the  Popes,  in  spite  of  Christ's  solemn 
injunction  against  it,  "  It  shall  not  be  so  among  you,"  and  so  a 
despotism  of  hummi  origin  took  the  place  of  the  glorious  liberty 
of  the  children  of  God,  instituted  by  the  Divine  Founder  of  the 
Christian  Church.  Yet  it  is  very  remarkable  that  within  ten  years 
of  the  time  when  the  supremacy  of  the  Pope  was  formally  usurped 
by  Boniface  III.,  in  a  case  of  appeal,  Christ  uttered  a  loud  warning 
voice  to  the  Church,  from  the  very  seat  occupied  by  the  usurpers, 
for  the  great  Gregory  (Cir.  600  A.D,),  writing  to  one  of  his  flat- 
terers (Eulogius  of  Alexandria),  severely  rebuked  his  servile  lan- 
guage, and  denounced  as  impious  the  tide  "  Universal  Bishop  " 
for  any  Patriarch,  and  calls  him  who  should  adopt  it  the  forerun- 
ner of  Ayitichrist.  The  wearer  of  the  triple  crown  should  surely 
tremble  at  these  awful  words  of  his  great  predecessor.     *     *     * 

But  there  were  other  agencies  at  work  besides  the  lust  for 
power.  He  who  fell  by  pride  became  the  "  father  of  lies,"  i  nd 
attempted  to  deceive  the  Son  of  God  Himself  by  a  garbled  quota- 
tion from  Scripture.'^  So  we  find  this  proud  aggression  of  the 
Popes  helped  along  by  frauds,  as  Roman  Catholic  divines  have 
acknowledged.     I  will  give  a  few  instances.^ 

1.  Boniface  I.,  by  his  legate,  attempted  to  deceive  the  Council 
of  Carthage,  A.  D.  419,  into  admitting  appeals  to  Rome  by  pro- 
ducing spurious  copies  of  the  Nicene  Canons.  Their  authenticity 
was  challenged,  correct  copies  were  secured  by  St.  Augustine 
from  Alexandria,  Antioch,  and  Constantinople  ;  the  Pope's  claim 
was  repudiated,  and  the  attempt  to  send  legates  to  an  African 
Provincial  Council  repulsed.* 

2.  Pope  Celestine  attempted  the  same  fraud  on  the  African 
Church  in  424  A.  D.,  and  met  with  the  same  repulse. 

3.  Leo,  twenty-five  years  later,  attempted  the  same  iniquity.* 


1.  Steitrns,  J^atiA  of  our  Forefathers,  p.  i66. 

2.  Mat.  iv.  6.  Satan  omitted  the  words  "  to  keep  thee  in  all  thy  ways  "  (Ps.  91)  from  the 
promise  "  He  shall  give  His  angels  charge,"  etc.,  since  those  words  effectually  rebut  the  force  of 
his  Scripture  argument, 

3.  Mostly  from  Littledale's  Plain  Reasons,  35th  thousand,  pp.  iao-127. 
4.  Cod.  Eccles, :  Afric.  cxxxiv.  5.  Fleury  Hist.:  Eccl.  xxvii.  43. 
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4.  Felix  III.,  thirty  years  later,  tried  to  impose  on  the  Patri- 
arch of  Constantinople  by  the  same  forgery. 

5.  The  Roman  legates  at  Chalcedon  (451  A.  D.),  produced  a 
forged  copy  of  the  Nicene  Canons  containing,  in  the  sixth  Canon, 
the  words  "  The  Roman  See  has  always  had  the  primacy,"  which 
was  promptly  repudiated  by  the  Council.^  "Cleophas,"  I  see, 
has  trumped  this  up  again  from  his  trustworthy  authorities. 

6.  For  the  glorification  of  the  Papacy,  the  fable  of  Constan- 
tine's  baptism  and  cure  of  leprosy  by  Sylvester,  sp/ung  up  in  the 
fifth  century ;  to  which  was  added,  for  political  purposes  later  on, 
the  story  of  Constantine's  gift  of  territory  to  the  Pope,  called  "the 
Donation  of  Constantine."  King  Pippin  of  France  was  imposed 
on  by  this  fable. 

The  sixth  century  abounded  in  forgeries. 

7.  The  forged  acts  of  the  Synod  of  Sinucssa. 

8.  The  forged  "  Constitution  of  Sylvester." 

9.  The  ff.rged  "Annals  of  Liberius  and  Xystus." 

10.  The  pretended  history  of  Polchromius. 

11.  12,  13.  Forged  documents  relating  to  Pope  Sylvester; 
viz.,  letter  to  him  from  the  Council  of  Nice ;  his  reply  thereto ; 
and  the  acts  of  a  Council  held  by  him. 

14.  In  754  A.  D.,  Pope  Stephen  III.  forged  a  letter  (still  ex- 
tant) in  the  name  of  St.  Peter,  urging  Pippin  to  defend  Rome 
against  the  Lombards,  by  which  the  Pope  secured  large  territory. 
"  An  artifice  without  parallel,  before  or  since,  in  church  history," 
says  Fleury.     This  is  how  the  Pope  first  became  a  King. 

15.  The  False  Decretals.  A  monstrous  imposition,  845  A.D., 
supplying  a  hundred  fabricated  official  letters  and  decrees  of  a 
number  of  early  Popes  and  councils  by  which  the  papal  power 
should  be  augmented.  Pope  Nicholas  I.,  an  ambitious  and  ut- 
terly unscrupulous  pontiff,  eagerly  welcomed  it,  and  solemnly  and 
publicly  lied  to  the  Frankish  bishops,  who  had  never  heard  of  the 
letters,  by  assuring  them  that  they  had  long  been  preserved  in  the 
archives  of  his  church. 

The  admission  of  these  forgeries  has  utterly  corrupted  the 
whole  texture  of  Roman  Canon  Law  and  the  literature  and  sys- 

,  1.  Hammond,  pp.  25,109. 
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tern  of  the  Roman  Church.  The  Breviary  still  swarms  with  quo- 
tations from  them.  Pere  Gratry  shows  that  in  one  standard  work 
on  the  papal  claims  he  studied  in  his  seminary  course,  out  of 
twenty  quotations  eighteen  were  taken  from  the  False  Decretals. 

1 6.  17.  18.  Space  fails  me  to  write  of  the  falsifications  in  the 
"Decretum  of  Gratian,"  Baronius'  falsification  of  the  Roman  Mar- 
tyrology  and  the  "  Forged  Greek  Catena,"  wherewith  Urban  IV. 
tried  to  coerce  the  Eastern  Patriarchs,  and  with  which  he  deceived 
Thomas  Aquinas,  the  chief  teacher  of  the  Roman  Church. 

The  most  disastrous  corruption,  however,  is  the  falsification  of 
the  Fathers.  To  such  an  extent  has  this  been  carried  (easy  enough 
to  accomplish  in  the  days  of  manuscripts  and  lack  of  critical  acu- 
men) that  it  is  impossible  to  trust  any  quotation  from  Latin  Fathers 
or  Latin  translations  of  Greek  Fathers  without  verifying  them 
from  carefully  edited  originals  (/.  c,  collated  from  ancient  MSS.), 
because  suspicion  must  attach  to  all,  since  from  sad  experience 
we  know  that  very  many  passages  have  been  more  or  less  cor- 
rupted in  the  interests  of  the  papacy,  or  have  been  altered  to  sviit 
altered  doctrine.  I  supply  an  instance,  the  subtlety  of  which 
will  be  appreciated  by  every  thoughtful  Roman  priest.  Let  him 
turn  to  "  Lectio  V.  Feria  quarta  infra  Octavam  Corporis  Christi," 
and  see  how  cleverly  St.  Ambrose  has  been  manipulated  by  the 
omission  of  two  little  words,  si^it  and  et.  The  Benedictine  edition 
of  Ambrose,  and  the  old  MSS.  Breviaries  in  the  Bodleian  library 
at  Oxford,  read  "ut  sint  qu£E  erant,  ct  in  aliud  commutentur;  "  by 
which  it  is  clear  that  Ambrose  did  not  Jiotd  Transiibstantiation,  but 
the  doctrine  of  the  Real  Presence  veiled  beneath  the  outward  visi- 
ble signs,  which  were  preserved  entire. 

Fortunately,  through  the  diligence  of  the  much  abused  Trac- 
tarian  scholars,  we  are  in  possession  of  many  carefully  collated 
texts  of  the  originals  of  the  Greek  and  Latin  Fathers  by  which  to 
verify  references. 

Let  us  test  "  Cleophas' "  quotations  from  Chrysostom  by  this 
edition. 

The  first,  "Cleophas"  seems  to  suspect  must  be  rejected,  for 
his  own  Benedictine  edition,  Greek  and  Latin,  is  against  him.^ 

1.  "  Cleophas"  first  of  all  says  he  quotes  from  the  original  and  in  accordance  with  Monsig- 
nor  Capel's  translation  in  his  edition  of"  Faith  of  Catholics."     He  does  not  say  which  edition  of 
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It  contains  the  audacious  substiiutio)ioi'?eX.QVs  name  for  James,  ^ 
which  makes  absolute  nonsense  of  the  context,  a  match  for  Mon- 
.  signor  Capel's  impudent  revival  of  a  well  known  interpolation  in 
St.  Cyprian  in  his  attack  on  the  American  Church.'^  Quotations 
2  and  3  are  not  in  the  Oxford  text  at  the  places  named;  4  is  accu- 
rate; 5  is  a  grievously  wrong  and  misleading  translation  ;  while  6 
is  nowhere  to  be  found  in  the  "  Homily  on  the  Ten  Talents." 
With  regard  to  number  4,  the  context  explains  the  writer's  mean- 
ing. He  is  answering  the  supposed  objection,  "If  Peter  rank 
higher  than  James,  how  is  it  he  does  not  preside  at  the  Council?" 
and  says  that  James'  presidency  here  does  not  conflict  with  Peter's 
pre-eminence,  for  greater  is  he  that  is  sent  to  teach  the  world  than 
the  Bishop  of  a  local  see.  He  calls  Peter  the  teacher  of  the  world 
as  the  president  and  representative  of  the  Apostles,  not  as  the 
only  teacher  of  the  world,  because  it  was  said  by  Christ  to  ait  the 
twelve,  "Go  teach  all  nations,"  and  so  Chrysostom,  a  few  lines 
further  on,  speaks  of  Christ  giving  the  cliarge  of  the  world  to  the 
Apostles.  •' 

With  regard  to  number  5,  "Cleophas"  translates  protimoteros 
(Greek)  "first  authority,"  whereas  it  is  the  very  word  I  contend 
for,  viz:  "precedence  of  honor,"  —  the  very  tvord  anathematized 
by  tJie  Vatican  decrees.^  So.  again  "the  engineer  is  hoist  on  his 
own  petard,"  and  his  imposing  fabric  is  tumbled  to  pieces  by  the 
explosion. 

"Cleophas'"  triumphant  conclusion  is  astonishing.  Because 
Chrysostom  states,  what  I  never  denied,  that  Peter  spoke  first  at 
the  meeting  for  the  election  of  Matthias  (Acts  i.,  15),  therefore  I 
must  " bear  *  Cleophas '  out  in  the  assertion"  that  Peter  was  the 
first  speaker  at  the  first  Council  at  Jerusalem,  held  eighteen  or 

the  original,  or  why  he  should  have  recourse  to  Monsig.  Capel's  version  of  so  simple  a  sentence. 
He  concludes,  however,  "  That  I  may  be  disposed  to  question  the  accuracy  of  this  quotation,''  so 
supplies  other  references  very  far  removed  from  Acts  xv.  The  dishonest,  untrustworthy  charac- 
ter of  Monsignor  Capel's  "  F'aith  of  Catholics,"  has  just  been  exposed  in  an  article  of  the  Satur. 
day  Review,  May  2,  1885.    See  Appendix  (E). 

1.  See  the  correct  passage  from  Chrysostom  quoted.     Page  5. 

2.  See  Dr.  Hopkins'  reply  to  Capel,  p.  41,  McMillan,  30  cents ;  and  Appendix  (I). 

3.  This  is  the  most  convincing  argument  to  my  mind  that  James,  the  Lord's  brother,  Bishop 
of  Jerusalem,  was  not  the  Apostle  James  the  Less,  though  commonly  held  to  be  so,  for  no  other 
apostle  was  confined  to  a  single  See,  but  went  about  the  world  founding  churches. 

4.  See  p.  7. 
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twenty  years  later  (Acts  xv.)-  To  quote  "Cleophas,"  "this  is  a 
"train  of  reasoning  peculiarly  his  ('Cleophas")  own,  and  in  direct 
**  violation  of  that  old  law  of  logic,  a  particnlari  ad  generate  non 
''valet  illatior  But  suppose  "Cleophas"  had  proved  that  Chry- 
sostom  or  any  number  of  the  Fathers  had  contradicted  a  plain 
statement  of  Holy  Writ,  I  am  sufficiently  Protestant  to  say,  "  So 
"much  the  worse  for  the  Fathers."     Ex  iino  disce  omnes. 

Now,  although  "  Cleophas"  has  been  misled  in  these  particular 
quotations  from  Chrysostom,  it  is  quite  true  that  writers  of  the 
post-Nicene  period  use  some  high  flown  language  about  St.  Peter, 
but  so  they  do  of  every  one,  as  the  bombastic  style  of  Eusebius, 
especially  in  his  "  Life  of  Constantine,"  and  the  inflated  oratory, 
even  of  St.  Chrysostom,  give  evidence.'  Just  think  of  the  Nicene 
Fathers  in  their  Synodal  Epistle,  which  is  comparatively  sober 
in  style,  speaking  of  an  nnbaptized  Emperor  (Constantine)  as  our 
most  retigioiis  sovereign;  or  of  the  P\ithers  of  the  sixth  Qicumen- 
ical  Council  speaking  of  Constantine  Pogonatus  as  "the  most 
"faithful,  religious,  mighty  and  gentle  sovereign,  the  cJiampioji  of 
^^  ort/iodoxy  and  opponent  of  evil  doctrine,  etc.,  etc.,  etc."  Every 
bishop  was  addressed  as  "most  holy,"  or  as  "your  blessedness." 
Then  what  are  we  to  conclude  from  the  following  titles :  Stephen, 
Prince  of  Martyrs ;  Andrew,  Prince  of  Apostles.  (Jerome  on  Ps. 
68.'"'  Chrysostom  (Horn,  in  Johann)''  calls  John  "the  Pillar  of  all 
"the  Churches  throughout  the  world,  who  hath  the  keys  of  the 
"Kingdom  of  Heaven,"  while  St.  Paul  is  called  "the  type  of  the 
"world;"  "the  light  of  the  churches;"  "the  basis  of  the  laith;" 
^'the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth."  St.  James  has  bigger  titles 
still:  "Bishop  of  Bishops"  (Clementines);  "Prince  of  Bishops" 
(Recognitions,  i.  68) ;  "  Bishop  of  Aposdes  "  (Ruffinus  Hist.  Eccle. 
i.  i) ;  "  Chief  Captain  of  the  New  Jerusalem  ; "  "  Leader  of  priests ; " 
"  Prince  (Exarch)  of  the  Apostles,"  "  Summit  of  the  heights,  etc."  * 
These  last  titles  surpass  any  thing  said  of  Peter,  yet  no  one  claims 

1,  Chrysostom  may  possibly  use  such  titles  of  St.  Peter  as  "Cleophas"  quotes,  in  other 
places  of  his  copious  writings,  such  as  "  mouth  of  the  disciples,"  "  pillar  of  the  Church,"  "  but- 
ress  of  the  faith,"  etc.,  but  if  so,  they  must  not  be  forced  to  mean  what  was  never  intended  by  the 
flowery  orator  who  gives  St.  John  and  St.  Paul  even  greater  titles. 

2.  The  Latin  princeps  and  its  Greek  equivalent  are  not  fairly  represented  by  our  word  Prince 
—  it  meant  simnly  either  •'  first  in  time  or  order," 

3.  Church  Quarterly  Review,  October  1878,  p.  34. 

4.  Hesychius,  quoted  by  Photius. 
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for  James,  on  the  strength  of  them,  dominion  over  all  by  divine 
right. 

As  "  Cleophas  "  thinks  big  titles  among  the  ancients  mean  so 
much  for  Peter,  let  him  explain  what  follows  to  himself  and  friends. 
So  thoroughly  did  the  F'athers  realize  the  preeminence  of  St.  Paul 
as  the  teacher  of  the  Church,  that  wherever  we  find  "  The  Apostle  " 
referred  to  by  them,  with  no  specification  of  person,  they  always 
mean  St.  Paul.  Chrysostom  says :  *  "  Think  you  that  this  is  a 
"  small  thing,  when  you  say  '  The  Apostle,'  immediately  every 
"  one  thinks  of  Paul,  as  when  you  say  '  The  Baptist,'  immediately 
"  they  think  of  John."'^  In  the  same  eulogy  of  St.  Paul  he  calls 
him  "  the  man  higher  than  the  heavens ;  the  holder  of  the  first 
place."  And  this  custom  prevails  in  the  Oriental  churches  to  this 
day,  where  "  The  Apostle  "  means  the  Book  of  St.  Paul's  Epistles. 

I  will  now  explain  how  reference  to  Pope  Sylvester  slipped 
into  the  Acts  of  the  sixth  Council,  681  A.  D.,''  upon  which  "Cleo- 
phas" bases  a  lengthy  argument.  The  following  authorities 
speak  of  the  Council  of  Nica^a  being  summoned  by  the  Emperor 
Constantine  only.  Eusebius,  A.  D.  338  (a  great  favorite  of  the 
Emperor),  in  his  Life  of  Constantine  (III.  6).  The  letter  of  Con- 
stantine himself  to  the  Church  of  Alexandria  (Soc.  I.  ix. )  325  A.  D. 
"  By  the  suggestion  of  God^''  he  says,  "  I  summoned  to  Nicsea  the 
Bishops."  325  A.  D.  Synodical  letter  of  the  Council  itself,  ( Soc. 
I.  ix.)     These  three  are  contemporary  records. 

Then  all  the  Church  historians  who  arfe  accepted  as  authorities 
give  the  same  account:  Soc.  I.  8;  Sozomen  I.  17;  Theodoret  I.  7; 
A.  D.  375,  Epiphanius  (Heresy  I.  xix.  11) ;  431  A.  D.,  Council  of 
Ephesus,  "The  Faith  set  forth  by  the  318  Fathers  brought  to- 
gether at  Nicaea  by  Constantine  of  holy  memory;''  553  A.  D.  Coun- 
cil of  Constantinople  II.  (Labbe  Tom.  V.  Col.  419).  One  author, 
Sulpicius  Severus,  400  A.  D.  (Sacra  Hist.  II.  40),  ascribes  the 
origination  of  the  Nicene  Council  to  Hosius  of  Cordova,  whom 
Constantine  sent  to  Alexandria  to  try  and  patch  up  the  Arian 
dispute,  and  that  it  was  upon  his  report  that  the  Emperor  sum- 
moned the  Council.*     But  about  475  A.  D.,  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus, 

1.  Horn.  55  on  Acts,     Church  Quarterly  Review,  April,  1878,  p.  29.    See  ^^o  Appendix  (F). 

2,  So  Eusebius,  Theodoret,  Augustine. 

.'{.  See  an  able  treatment  of  this  point  in  Church  Quarterly  Review,  January,  1880,  pp.  504-6. 

4.  See  Appendix  (B),  and  for  quotations  of  these  passages  Appendix  (G). 
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whose  writings,  NataHs  Alexander  says,  "  swarm  with  blunders," 
steps  on  the  scene  and  informs  people  that  "  it  was  in  concert  with 
Pope  St.  Sylvester  that  Constantine  convened  the  Council."  By 
681  A,  D.  this  assertion  had  become  pretty  generally  accepted 
with  the  growing  powers  of  the  Popes,  and  so  found  insertion  in 
the  Acts  of  the  si.xth  general  Council.  Now,  notwithstanding  the 
Emperor  himself,  Eusebius  his  friend,  three  general  Councils,  and 
the  ear  er  authorities  —  Socrates,  Sozomen,  Theodoret  and  Sulpi- 
cius  Severus  —  make  not  the  stig/itesf  atlusion  to  Sylvester  as  con- 
vening the  Council,  "  Cleophas,"  on  the  strength  of  the  genius 
Gelasius  and  the  seventh  century  Council,  would  have  us  shelve 
the  former  evidence  in  favor  of  the  latter.  This  is  on  a  par  with 
his  preference  for  a  nineteenth  century  seminary  text-book  ac- 
count of  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  to  that  of  his  own  Vulgate  and 
Douay  Bible.  "  The  farther  from  original  sources  of  information 
the  better,"  seems  to  be  his  guiding  principle.  We  don't  care  to 
follow  such  a  lead. 

His  argument  against  the  evidential  weight  of  the  28th  Canon 
of  Chalcedon  is  about  as  luminous  as  the  last.  He  does  not  deny 
that  the  Canon  was  j^assed,  but  objects  that  it  was  not  satisfactory 
to  the  Pope  of  Rome,  and  that  subsequently  it  became  a  dead  let- 
ter even  among  the  P2asterns  till  revived  in  the  ninth  century.  It 
is  nothing  to  the  point  that  the  increasing  tyranny  of  the  power- 
ful Church  of  the  West  should  oppress  the  gradually  declining 
Churches  of  the  East  as  the  march  of  nations  set  Westward  ;  the 
question  is,  What  was  the  mind  of  the  Church  when  the  Canon 
passed  ?  And  what  is  the  answer  ?  630  Bishops,  the  largest  num- 
ber yet  assembled,  reaffirmed  the  decisions  of  previous  Councils, 
"  that  with  good  reason  was  the  presidency  bestowed  on  the  Chair 
"  of  Old  Rome  because  it  was  the  Imperial  City,''  and  "  with  like 
*'  good  reason  were  equal  privileges  bestowed  upon  Constanti- 
"  nople  or  New  Rome  when  the  seat  of  Imperial  Government  was 
"  removed  thither."     This  shows  two  things  : 

1.  That  the  Primacy  of  Rome  was  only  one  of  honor  and  rank. 

2.  That  it  was  7wt  0/  divine  right  (which  is  the  Roman  conten- 
tion), but  bestowed  by  mutual  consent  of  the  Churches.  A  mere 
ecclesiastical  arrangement  for  which  doubtless  there  was  much  to 
be  said.     Here  then,  so  late  as  450  A.  D.,  is  a  complete  break 
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down  of  the  Roman  theory,  and  the  present  Papal  claims  are 
therefore  proved  to  be  of  mere  human  iiivention. 

"  Cleophas  "  has  found  the  case  of  Honorius  *  what  "  Veritas  " 
calls  it,  "a  stubborn  fact,  hard  to  get  over; "  and  is  still  on  the  other 
side  of  it.  He  does  not  touch  my  argument,  so  I  need  do  no 
more  perhaps  than  refer  him  to  Archbishop  Connolly's  speech, 
published  in  my  letter  to  "  Veritas,'"^  where  it  runs,  "  To  define  In- 
fallibility would  be  to  bring  the  Vatican  Council  into  contradiction 
with  the  three  Councils  which  condemned  Honorius."  But  per- 
haps the  late  Archbishop  in  this  passage  "  mendaciously  perverted 
history,  scienter  et  volcntcr,  to  serve  his  own  base  ends,"  or  else, 
"  was  wilfully  and  wofully  blind,"  if  I  may  share  with  him  a  small 
portion  of  the  elegant  compliments  "Cleophas"  showers  upon  me. 
Pere  Gn\try  asks,  in  effect,  "  If  the  condemnation  of  Honorius  does 
"  not  make  against  the  doctrine  of  Infallibility,  why  was  his  name 
*'  struck  out  of  old  Breviaries  and  omitted  in  all  fresh  issues  from 
"  the  sixteenth  century  downwards  ?  "^ 

With  regard  to  "  Keenan's  Controversial  Catechism,"  approved 
by  Archbishop  Hughes,  Rt.  Rev.  Dr.  Kyle,  etc.,  let  "Cleophas" 
refer  to  p.  112  (not  168)  of  the  London  (not  Boston)  edition,*  and 
he  will  find  the  following  O.  and  A. :  ''  Q.  Must  not  Catholics  be- 
"  lieve  the  Pope  in  himself  to  be  infallible  ?    A.  This  is  a  Protestant 
"  invention  ;  it  is  no  article  of  the  Catholic  faith ;  no  decision  of  his 
"  can  oblige,  under  pain  of  heresy,  unless  it  be  received  and  enforced 
"  by  the  teaching  body ;  that  is,  the  Bishops  of  the  Church."^    V^ith 
regard  to  the  brag  that  perversions  to  Rome  have  multiplied  in 
England  since  1870,  let  "Cleophas"  consult  the  marriage  returns, 
which  show  a  gradually  decreasing  proportion  of  Roman  Catholics 
(and  those  are  mostly  Irish),  and  let  him  read  the  doleful  lament  of 
his  coreligionist,  Mr.  St.  George  Mivart,  an  eminent  literary  lay- 
man, in  the  Dublin  Review  for  July,  1884,  over  the  failure  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Mission  in  England,  and  its  causes.     Hear  him 
groan  over  empty  Churches  and  the  policy  of  Pius  IX.  to  Italianize 
the  English  Church,  and  he  will  hold  his  peace  on  that  point.    Let 
him  know  that  Mivart  thinks  the  Roman  Church  would  do  wisely 

\.Sm  Appendix  (C).  2.  Page  24.  Z.  Appendix  {C). 

4.  52  New  Bond  street,  24th  thousand. 

5.  See  corroboration  of  the  correctness  of  this  in  P.S.  to  "  Veritas  "  (Letter  V). 
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if  she  started  a  beautiful  service  in  English  instead  of  Latin,  an- 
swering to  our  Evensong.  But  supposing  a  few  dribblets  are 
falling  either  way  (for  we  get  converts  from  Rome),  what  are  they 
doing  towards  the  corporate  reunion  of  Christendom,  for  which  all 
lovers  of  Christ  must  long  and  pray  ? 

It  may  save  "Cleophas"  or  some  of  his  friends  —  who  ask  his 
advice  about  making  their  wills  —  trouble  in  the  future,  if  I  tell  him 
it  would  not  be  quite  certain  how  matters  would  go  out  here  in 
the  law  courts  on  a  disputed  bequest.  The  proper  title  under 
which  his  church  is  incorporated  in  New  Brunswick  is  "The 
^'  Rot?7an  Catholic  /i/^/'ir^/a/ Corporation  for  the  Diocese  of  N.  B." 
(a  title  which  does  not  appear  to  be  much  improvement  on  that 
adopted  for  it  at  the  Vatican) ;  and  to  make  the  connection  with 
the  local  Church  of  Rome  quite  secure,  the  Bishop  is  described  as 
"The  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  in  communion  with  the  Church  of 
*'Rome."^ 

"Cleophas"  has  been  rash  enough  to  scoff  at  our  famous 
English  Bible.  Of  course  we  know  there  are  inaccuracies  of  trans- 
lation in  it,  but  our  glorious  Greek  and  Hebrew  scholars  are  ever 
at  work  upon  its  elucidation,  and  a  new  translation  is  in  prepara- 
tion; but  still,  as  it  stands,  for  accuracy  and  beauty  of  diction  it  far 
surpasses  the  revised  Douay.  Let  us  see,  however,  what  Infallible 
Popes  have  done  to  secure  correct  editions  of  the  Bible,  since  this 
will  add  another  to  the  numerous  examples  I  have  given  "  Cleo- 
phas," at  his  suggestion,  of  the  use  of  Papal  Infallibility  in  the 
past.  Pope  Sixtus  V^,  1590  A.  D.,  issued  an  edition  of  the  Vul- 
gate, declaring  as  ?i.  pet'petiial  decree  "  by  the  fiilhicss  of  Apostolic 
power,'''  that  henceforth  it  was  to  be  the  sole  authentic  and  stand- 
ard text  for  ever,  since  "  relying  on  the  authority  of  the  Prince  of 
the  Apostles,"  he  had  corrected  it  with  his  own  hand,  and  that 
therefore  any  departure  from  it,  even  in  private  reading,  discus- 
sions or  explanations,  should  incur  the  greater  excommunication. 
This,  surely,  must  be  then  an  ex  cathedra  Utterance  (though  the 
term  was  not  yet  invented).  Yet,  what  was  the  event  ?  The  edi- 
tion so  sivarmed  with  errors  that  it  was  called  in  almost  imme- 
diately, and  Clement  VIII.  published  a  new  Vulgate  in  1592, 
differing  from  that  of  1590  in  several  thousand  places,  and  likewise 

1.  9th  Vic,  c.  72  ;  passed  April  ii,  1846. 
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issued  under  penalty  of  excommunication  for  any  de\iation  from 
it.'  Here  was  and  is  a  puzzle  for  Roman  Catholics  (for  the  Vati- 
can decrees  exercise  a  retrospective  force).  The  value  of  the 
dogma,  we  are  assured,  is  that  it  makes  one  so  certain  what  to  do 
and  believe  on  all  important  matters  of  faith  and  practice ;  yet 
here  the  trumpet  gives  an  uncertain  sound  upon  the  Book  which 
supports  all  Christian  doctrine.  How  could  Clement,  too,  dare 
destroy  a  work  issued  with  such  authority  and  anathema  (  !  )  and 
substitute  for  it  a  better  book  indeed,  but  still  one  abounding  in 
mistakes  when  compared  with  the  Hebrew  and  (rrcek  originals, 
and  moreover  making  the  Apocryphal  books  of  equal  divine 
authority  with  the  Canonical  ? 

Then  followed  the  old  Douay,  a  crabbed  translation  of  this 
Latin  Vulgate.  This  has  now  been  improved,  and  I  find  on  the 
title  page  of  my  copy,  over  the  imprimatur  of  C.  Denvir,  Belfast, 
1846,  this  remarkable  admission,  ^'Carefully  collated  7vit/i  tlic  most 
approved  versions  in  the  English  language^  (Oh  shades  of 
Sixtus  and  Clement  forgive  us  !  !  )  And  yet,  after  this  careful 
collation,  the  style  and  diction  fall  far  below  the  standard  of  our 
scholarly,  rythmical  Old  and  New  Testaments.  Take  a  single 
instance  —  the  opening  of  the  canticle  "  Nunc  Dimittis."  How 
does  this  sound  :  "  Now  Thou  dost  dismiss  Thy  servant,  O  Lord, 
according  to  Thy  word,  in  peace,"  after  our  poetical  rendering : 
"  Lord,  now  lettest  Thou  Thy  servant  depart  in  peace,  according 
to  Thy  word  "  ?  I  cannot  help  thinking  we  are  infinitely  happier 
here  without  than  with  an  Infallible  Pope.  We  can  relegate  the 
Apocrypha  to  its  proper  position ;  can  reject  both  Sixtus'  and 
Clement's  editions  in  favor  of  better,  and  can  profit  by  the  sug- 
gestions of  Biblical  revisors,  none  of  which  things  a  consistent 
Infallibilist  can  do  if  he  believe  in  the  force  of  the  anathema."^ 

Thank  you,  sir,  we  will  not  change  our  Bibles,  "  such  as  they 
are,"  for  jours. 

Now  Ir-t  us  see  how  "  Cleophas "  practically  reverences  his 
Bible  in  the  same  passage  upon  which  he  casts  doubts  on  ours, 
and  let  Roman  Catholics  turn  to  their  Douays  and  follow.     I  find 

"'  '  '*       i    v..  J     i,ittledale,  p.  182. 

2.  The  Ultramontane  editors  (Addis  and  Arnold)  of  the  new  "  Catholic  Dictionary  "  are 
not  consistent  on  this  point,  for  they  say  in  their  preface  :  "  In  almost  every  case  the  quotations 
from  Scripture  are  made  from  the  original  texts,  and  not  from  the  Latin  Vulgate." 
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I  need  only  repeat,  mutatis  mutandis,  what  I  said  in  my  letter  of 
March  4  (page  5)  to  show  how  strictly  accurate  my  remarks  were 
upon  Acts  XV.  I  said,  "  Was  ever  comment  more  misleading  than 
this  under  No.  i  ? "  "  C."  says,  "  St.  Peter  spoke  first  at  the  Coun- 
cil," whereas  the  Douay,  following  the  Vulgate,  runs  (verse  7), 
"  When  there  had  been  much  disputing,  Peter,  rising  up,  said,  etc." 
"C."  says  that  after  St.  Peter's  authoritative  pronouncement  "the 
whole  multitude  was  silent,"  implying  that,  after  Peter,  none  dare 
open  his  mouth ;  whereas  the  Douay,  following  the  Vulgate  and 
Greek  punctuation,  makes  the  phrase  "  and  all  the  multitude  held 
their  peace  "  belong  to  what  follows.  They  kept  silence,  not  from 
awe  of  Peter's  infallible  doctrinal  utterance,  but  in  order  that  they 
might  hear  "  Barnabas  and  Paul  "  give,  like  Peter,  their  experience 
of  God's  dealings  among  the  Gentiles.  James  did  not  sum  up  the 
evidence  until  Paul  had  finished  speaking,  and  did  not,  as  "  C." 
would  have  us  believe,  immediately  after  St.  Peter's  speech,  in 
respectful  awe,  publish  St.  Peter's  decision  (so  called). 

A  closer  study  even  of  the  Vulgate  might  help  "C."  to  correct 
his  text-book.  Let  me  refer  "Cleophas"  once  more  to  the  late 
learned  Archbishop  Connolly's  remarks  upon  this  passage  given 
to  "Veritas."*  "  Even  at  the  Apostohc  Council  at  Jerusalem,  St. 
James  proved  the  teaching  of  Peter  by  the  Prophets,  and  appealed 
to  it  because  it  agreed  with  theirs,  and  not  on  account  of  his  auth- 
ority;'"  and  again  :  "  The  Council  of  Jerusalem  did  not  adopt  the 
formula  of  Peter,  but  of  fames ^ 

I  am  now  going  to  hazard  an  opinion,  formed  after  consider- 
able intimacy  with  the  Roman  controversy,  viz.,  "  that  the  Jesuits 
did  not  want  the  dogma  of  Papal  Infallibility  for  the  sake  of  pro- 
mulgating new  decrees,  but  simply  in  order  to  create  a  kind  of 
halo  round  the  Pope's  head,  which  would  centralize  more  than 
ever  the  Church's  powers,  and  make  her  escape  from  Imperial- 
ism absolutely  impossible."  If  "  Cleophas  "  has  obfuscated  most 
points,  he  has  made  this  clear  by  his  minimizing  faculty,  that  he 
cannot  tell  when  a  Pope  has  exercised  his  personal  infallibility  in 
the  past,  and  would  be  puzzled  to  say  how  he  could  do  so  in  the 
future.  The  five  conditions  he  lays  down  come  pra.ctically  to  this, 
"  that  when  the  Pope  speaks  the  truth,  he  is  infallible','  an  infalli- 

1.  Pages  24-25. 
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bility  in  which  I  fancy  both  "Cleophas"  and  "CathoHc"  share. 
It  seems  to  me  the  Jesuits  introduced  the  term  ex  caihcdrd  (un- 
known to  those  who  condemned  Liberius  and  Honorius  for  heresy) 
in  order  to  provide  a  way  of  escape  for  themselves  from  the  innu- 
merable difficulties  which  surround  the  dogma.  No  less  than 
twenty-five  different  expositions  of  the  meaning  of  the  term  were 
propounded  at  the  Vatican.' 

It  will  be  a  blessing  to  the  church,  if  the  decree  be  never 
brought  into  action,  for  she  is  already  over-dogmatized.  The  six 
general  Councils  settled  all  important  theology  and  fundamentals 
of  the  Faith,  thank  God,  long  before  the  first  split  in  Christendom. 
No  heresy  can  turn  up  but  what  meets  with  a  ready  answer  from 
one  of  the  three  creeds.  Attempts  to  dogmatize,  since  the  division, 
by.  a  portion  of  the  church  which  thinks  itself  the  whole,  have  pro- 
duced little  but  error,  as  we  might  expect,  for  God  will  not  treat  a 
part  as  the  whole  just  to  sadsfy  a  false  theory.  The  additions  to 
the  creed  at  Trent,  the  dogma  of  the  "  Immaculate  Conception," 
and  that  of  "Papal  Infallibility,"  are  all  grave  errors,  disastrous 
to  the  life  and  best  interests  of  Christianity.  The  Jesuits  have  now 
fulfilled  their  vow  to  the  uttermost  —  they  can  raise  the  Pope  no 
higher — and  the  whole  Roman  church  plays  into  their  hands.  It 
was  for  fear  the  Bishops  should  not  act  upon  their  vow  to  augment 
the  power  of  the  Pope  that  a  day  was  set  apart  early  in  the  Vati- 
can session  for  a  solemn  renewal  of  their  vows  before  the  Pope  in 
person.  As  each  gave  assent,  he  knelt  before  the  Pope  and  kissed 
his  knee. 

And  over  all  Christ  writes  His  ancient  warning,- "  But  so  it 
shall  not  be  among  you." 

I  claim  then  to  have  proved :  — 

1.  That  St.  Peter  had  a  primacy  of  honor  and  a  privilege  pecu- 
liar to  himself. 

2.  That  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  could  hand  even  these 
on. 

3.  That  inerrancy  was  promised  —  not  to  an  individual  —  but  to 
the  church  in  her  corporate  capacity.  ■' 

4.  That  the  Bishops  of  Rome  enjoyed  a  primacy  of  honor,  not 
of  divine  right,  but  by  grant  from  the  church. 

1.  Quirinus,  p.  ^sS, 
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5.  That  this  primacy  of  rank  gradually  developed  into  a 
supremacy  of  power  by  force  and  fraud,  and  was  then  claimed 
by  the  occupants  of  the  Roman  See  as  belonging  to  them  of 
divine  right. 

6.  That  the  General  Councils  of  the  Church  are  witnesses  to 
the  fulfilment  of  Christ's  promise  to  the  Church  in  her  corporate 
capacity  of  being  led  into  complete  doctrinal  truth. 

8.  That  the  dogma  of  Papal  Infallibility  is  the  climax  of  a 
struggle  of  the  Pope  with  the  Church  to  usurj)  her  gifts. 

9.  That  the  present  disastrous  divisions  of  Christendom  and 
the  stagnation  or  slow  growth  of  missions  to  the  heathen,  of  which 
eight  hundred  millions  are  still  in  darkness,  are  some  of  the  ap- 
palling results  of  that  usurpation  and  imperialism  within  her 
borders. 

May  God  restore  us  all  to  the  old  paths ! 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  on  behalf  of  the  good  people  of  Trin- 
ity Church,  St.  John,  and  Father  Davenport's  congregation,  that 
they  know  pretty  well  by  this  time  the  difference  between  Cath- 
olic and  Roman  Catholic.  They  pray  daily  for  the  Catholic 
Church  and  profess  belief  in  her  every  time  they  say  the  Creeds. 
It  is  not  their  fault  that  a  good  name  has  been  so  dishonored 
that  many  are  afraid  to  use  it  in  common  talk.  They  well  know 
that  their  good  Mother  Church  is  stamped  with  the  four  marks 
of  Catholicity  denoted  in  Acts  ii.,  42.  In  her  "  they  continue 
"  steadfastly  in  — 

(i)  "  The  Apostles'  doctrine,  and 

(2)  "  Fellowship,  and 

(3)  "  In  the  Breaking  of  the  Bread,  and 

(4)  "  In  the  Prayers;" 

for  although  they  dare  not  adopt  the  presumptuous  boast  of 
another  church  that  she  is  perfect  and  in  no  way  to  be  improved, 
they  are  quite  certain  that  with  the  Bible,  the  Creeds,  the  Early 
Fathers  and  Councils  in  their  possession,  they  have  the  tmadul- 
tcrated  Faith  ;  that  with  Episcopal  orders  they  have  the  Apostolic 
Fellowship,  and  therefore  the  true  Sacrament  of  the  Altar ;  while 
her  Liturgy  is  a  good  representative  of  the  Apostolic  form  of 
worship. 
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Let  me  add  for  the  benefit  of  otlier  religious  bodies,  who  for 
one  or  another  reason  (most  frequently  from  no  fault  of  their 
own)  have  forfeited  Episccjpacy,  of  whom  "Cleophas"  speaks  so 
disdainfully,  that  supposinjj^  the  Church  of  Rome  were  the  on'y 
Church  in  which  Apostolic  Fellowship  and  valid  sacraments  couid 
be  obtained,  and  that  while  with  the  one  hand  she  offered  these 
priceless  gifts  she  held  out  the  Vatican  decrees  with  the  other,  to 
be  accepted  as  the  condition  of  securing  them,  they  would  be 
guilty  of  mortal  sin  to  purchase  them  at  such  a  cost,  for  God 
never  asks  any  man  to  secure  advantages  for  time  or  eternity  at 
the  expense  of  truth. 

While  searching  in  Chrysostom  for  one  of  "Cleophas"'  not- 
to-be-found  quotations,  I  lighted  upon  this  passage,  which  will 
form  a  fitting  conclusion  to  my  letter.  The  Saint  is  comparing 
the  anger  of  the  Judaizers  with  the  gentleness  of  the  Apostles,  and 
says :  "  Nothing  ruifled  is  Paul,  nothing  discomposed  is  Peter. 
"  When  thou  hast  convincing  proofs,  why  lose  thy  temper  to  render 
"  these  of  none  effect?  It  is  impossible  for  one  who  is  out  of  tem- 
"  per  ever  to  persuade." 

Thanking  you  very  sincerely,  Mr.  Editor,  for  your  space  and 

patience. 

I  remain,  yours  very  faithfully, 

Catholic. 
April  17,  /SSj. 


P.  S.  —  I  have  just  seen  "Veritas'"  rejoinder  of  to-day.  He 
evidently  feels  the  tremendous  force  of  the  arguments  with  which 
he  supplied  me  when  quoting  Bishop  Rogers.  He  admits  the 
secrecy  forced  upon  the  Council  by  the  Pope,  unprecedented  in 
the  history  of  Councils,  and  quite  sufficient  to  invalidate  its  de- 
crees. Why  should  there  be  secrecy  if  there  is  nothing  to  hide  ? 
The  truth  never  suffers  from  hivestigation.  That  the  rule  of 
secrecy  was  deliberately  broken  day  by  day  by  French,  German 
and  other  Bishops,  who  would  not  tolerate  such  an  invasion  of 
their  rights,  is  a  well-known  fact.  Several  Bishops  supplied  the 
three  friends  at  Rome  who  wrote  to  the  Allgemeine  Zeitimg  under 
the  7t07n  de  plume  "Quirinus,"  with  authentic  information.     What 
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"Veritas"  says  of  the  runaivay  minority  is  not  accurate.  If  they 
had  remained  bravely  at  their  posts  on  July  i8,  tlie  majority  would 
not  have  braved  the  conflict,  and  the  Council  would  probably  have 
been  prorogued.  At  all  events,  the  world  would  have  known  of 
the  want  of  that  unanimity  necessary  to  make  a  dogma  binding  de 
Jidc.  By  flight  they  stifled  the  voice  of  the  Holy  (ihost,  if  indeed 
He  would  speak  by  a  Council  which  called  itself  CEcumenical, 
while  ignoring  a  hundred  and  twenty  millions  of  Eastern  and 
Anglican  Catholics.  But  perhaps  it  was  God's  way  for  the  break- 
ing up  of  a  long  standing  tyranny.  Let  us  watch  prayerfully  for 
relief 


[The"C;^/'f,"  May  5th.] 


''Catholic's"  Criticism  on  "  Cleophas' " 
Sixth  In.stalment. 


To  the  Editor  of  the  "  Globe  .• " 

Sir, — After  considerable  delay,  in  expectation  of  more  instal- 
ments, I  sent  you  on  April  17th  my  criticisms  on  the  first  five 
from  "Cleophas."  Now  a  sixth  has  appeared,  which  may  not  be 
the  last.  As  it  contains  nothing  to  the  point  under  discussion  and 
teems  with  coarse  invective,  I  should  take  no  notice  of  it,  but  for 
some  very  misleading  statements  and  a  scurrilous  attack  (I  can 
find  no  milder  expression  for  it  which  at  the  same  time  shall  be 
true,  much  as  I  regret  being  compelled  to  use  it,)  upon  the  Eng- 
lish Church. 

I  will  begin  with  what  may  fairly  be  called  "Cleophas'  Ro- 
mance,"— I  mean  his  rosy-tinted  picture  of  his  own  Church.  He 
sees  all  around  her  a  pandemonium  of  infidels,  from  amongst 
whom  a  few  earnest  faces  are  turned  towards  the  beautiful  city  of 
Roman  Catholicism,  which  like  a  loving  mother  smiles  upon  them 
and  invites  them  to  rest,  peace,  purity  and  all  good  things  within 
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her  gates.  There  is  no  flaw  in  her ;  as  ever,  "  she  is  as  youthful,  as 
"  aggressive  against  error  as  when  first  commissioned  in  the  per- 
"  sons  of  the  Apostles  to  teach  all  nations.  Her  legions  of  holy 
"  missionaries  and  zealous  religious  still  go  forth  to  the  furthest 
"extremities  of  the  habitable  globe."  (General  Gordon,  by-the- 
bye,  was  not  a  Roman  Catholic,  unless  he  became  one  at  Khar- 
toum.) "  Why  is  it  she  alone  shows  no  diminution  of  vigor,"  etc., 
etc.  ?  "  The  Pope,  who  holds  all  together,  is  the  secret  of  her 
"  strength,"  etc.  It  really  takes  one's  breath  away  to  read  this  for 
solemn  truth.^  "  Cleophas  "  has  surely  been  dreaming  of  his  ideal 
in  the  cave  of  the  seven  sleepers  of  Ephesus.  Let  us  look  at  the 
reality. 

Roman  Catholic  France,  for  instance,  which  has  scarcely  ever 
harbored  a  Protestant  in  her,  is  now  a  hotbed  of  violent  sceptics, 
revolting  from  the  crushing  yoke  of  Jesuit  rule,  by  which  the  glo- 
rious school  of  Galilean  divines  and  students  has  been  stamped 
out,  from  Bossuet  to  Lacordaire  and  Montalembert.  We  see  her 
justly  —  though  not  religiously  —  driving  the  Jesuits  from  her 
shores  as  the  bane  of  her  life  and  progress. 

But  not  only  are  those  who  have  been  forced  by  oppression 
into  the  ranks  of  infidelity  trying  to  destroy  the  Church,  the  feud 
internal  to  the  French  Church  herself  has  become  so  violent  be- 
tween the  Liberal  and  Ultramontane  R.mian  Catholics  that  the 
Pope  himself  has  been  compelled  to  interfere.  I  quote  from  Leo 
Xlllth's  letter  to  the  Papal  Nuncio  at  Paris  ^  to  show  what  sort  of 
a  happy  family  it  is  "  Cleophas  "  invites  us  to  join.  Writing  of  his 
own  particular  supporters,  the  Ultramontane  journalists,  the  Pope 
says,  "  Their  passionate  controversies,  their  personal  attacks,  their 
constant  accusations  and  recriminations,  by  adding  daily  fuel  to 
dissensions,  render  conciliation  and  brotherly  harmony  more  and 
more  difficult ;"  and  in  his  exhortation  he  writes,  "  What  is  the 
Church's  supreme  interest  ?  It  is  that  her  sons  should  cease  to 
waste  their  time  and  strength  in  attacking  each  other,  and  thus 
giving  every  advantage  to  the  impious  designs  of  their  enemies." 
Surely  our  little  differences  in  the  Church  of  England  are  child's 
play  beside  this  raging  turmoil.  "  Cleophas  "  will  not,  I  presume, 
call  Leo  XIII.  "mendacious  "  on  this  point. 

1.  Appendix,  (K).  2.  Saturdiy  Review  for  November  29, 1884. 
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Look  at  Roman  Catholic  Italy,  dismantling  her  monasteries 
and  scattering  their  libraries  (I  have  several  of  their  folios  in  my 
own  library),  because  they  were  hindering  the  national  progress. 

Let  us  look  at  a  few  chapters  in  the  past.  Does  "Cleophas" 
think  that  Tetzel's  tour  through  Europe,  with  his  wallet  full  of 
Papal  Indulgences,  which  has  left  an  indelible  stain  upon  the 
noble  fane  of  St.  Peter's  at  Rome,  a  triumphal  Apostolic  progress  f 
or  does  he  admire  the  general  condition  of  the  clergy  and  people 
of  that  period,  as  St.  Charles  Borromeo  found  it  throughout  his 
large  diocese  of  Milan,  described  in  a  work  recently  edited  under 
the  auspices  of  Cardinal  Manning,  who  writes  the  preface.'  St. 
Charles  himself,  a  nephew  of  the  Pope  (Pius  IV.),  made  Abbot  of 
a  rich  monastery  at  twelve  years  old  that  he  might  enjoy  its  reve- 
nues, and  afterwards  became  possessor  of  fifteen  others.  Prefer- 
ments and  offices  were  heaped  upon  him  by  his  uncle.  But  his 
heart  became  touched  by  the  grace  of  God  to  reform  abuses. 
What  did  he  find  at  Milan  ?  For  more  than  eighty  years  it  had 
been  without  a  resident  Archbishop.  The  clergy  led  scandalous 
lives.  They' were  ignorant  and  neglectful  of  duties  ;  they  dressed 
and  lived  like  laymen,  "  and  indulged  in  open  and  habitual  con- 
cubinage." So  evil  was  their  example  that  it  was  a  common  say- 
ing, "  If  you  want  to  go  to  hell,  become  a  priest."  (Vol.  i.  p.  78.) 
*  *  *  The  churches  were  constantly  used  for  profane  purposes, 
sometimes  even  for  dances  and  banquets.''  Really,  when  I  read 
this,  my  sympathies  are  awakened  for  the  foreign  ultra- Puritans 
who  exercised  so  baneful  an  effect  upon  the  English  Church  after 
the  Reformation.  Does  "  Cleophas  "  know  nothing,  too,  about 
the  scandalous  state  of  things  in  his  own  communion  at  the  present 
time  in  Cuba  ?  A  middle  aged  Cuban  gentleman  told  Bishop 
Young,  who  desired  to  do  something  for  the  Island,  that  "  it  is  a 
common  thing  all  over  the  Island  for  priests  to  live  in  open  and 
shameless  concubinage,  surrounded  by  their  families ;  and  if  any 
one  is  reproached  for  so  doing,  his  reply  is  ready,  that  the  only 
difference  between  him  and  those  who  do  not  so  live,  is,  that  he 
cares  for  and  educates  his  offspring,  while  they  do  not."  Surely, 
a  holy  married  priesthood  which  is  an  example  to  the  flock,  such 


n 


! 


1 1 
1 1 


\\, 


1.  Burns  and  Oates,  1884, 


2.  Further  examples,  see  Appendix  {V), 
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as  prevails  in  the  English  Church,  is  infinitely  preferable  to  the 
old  Milan  and  modern  Cuban  practice.^ 

To  turn  again  to  the  past.  Do  those  rivers  of  blood  shed  in 
Poland  by  the  efforts  of  the  Jesuits  to  subjugate  the  Russian 
Church,  appear,  from  this  distance  of  time,  like  the  refreshing 
crystal  waters  of  Zion?  or  are  those  100,000  victims  of  the  Inqui- 
sition in  Europe  to  be  counted  as  so  many  souls  converted  to 
God?'^ 

Is  the  thirty  years  war  in  Germany,  brought  about  by  the 
Jesuits,  a  diadem  of  glory  to  be  proud  of,  or  is  the  benediction  by 
Sixtus  V.  (of  Bible  notoriety'')  on  the  Spanish  Armada,  which 
God,  in  His  love  for  the  pure  English  Church,  destroyed  by  a 
storm,  a  trophy  of  honors  worthy  of  remembrance?  Are  the  ruin 
of  Bohemia  and  of  Sigismund  of  Sweden  trophies  of  victory  ? 

Talk  about  skepticism  in  non-Roman  countries.  Where  do 
we  find  a  parallel  to  Voltairianism  and  the  atheistic  Revolution  in 
Roman  Catholic  France  (due  entirely  to  the  oppressive  supersti- 
tious character  of  Popery)  in  any  other  country  ?  Is  Spain  a  glory 
to  the  Roman  Church,  with  higher  education  crushed,  the  scien- 
tific spirit  strangled,  and  every  department  of  life  ruined,  so  that 
Spain  is  left  far  behind  any  other  country  in  Europe  except 
Turkey  ?  Spain,  so  desolated  by  Jesuit  influence,  that  a  Spanish 
diplomatist  in  Rome  could  say  at  the  time  of  the  suppression  of 
the  order,  "  The  Jesuits  are  the  iconmvood  that  gnaivs  on  our  en- 
trails r' 

Does  "Cleophas"  really  think,  to  take  again  a  modern  ex- 
ample, that  the  passage  of  the  detestable  bill  for  legalizing  mar- 
riage with  a  deceased  wife's  sister,  contrary  to  the  plain  law  of 
God,  through  the  Canadian  Parliament,  chiefly  by  aid  of  Roman 
Catholic  supporters,  while  no  word  of  protest  was  raised  by  the 
Roman  Catholic  Episcopate,  in  spite  of  the  noble  efforts  of  the 
Metropolitan  of  Canada,  his  priests  and  laity  of  the  Anglican 
Communion  to  avert  the  disaster — does  he  really  think  this  an 
evidence  of  his  church's  "aggressiveness  against  error"  and  a 
sign  of  her  superior  Apostolic  wisdom  and  progress? 

1.  See  also  Af>f>endix  {^\). 

2."  Dollinger,  Reunion  of  the  Churches,  p,  46  ;  ».\\A  Janus,  335  to  a6i.  3.  Page  51. 

4.  Esfttritii  di  Azara,  p.  a6,  quoted  by  Dollinger.     Further  evidence,  see  Appendix  (K  and  L). 
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Again,  if  Roman  Catholicism  is  the  beautiful,  powerful  instru- 
ment for  good  and  holiness  he  pictures  it,  we  shall  of  course 
find  that  Roman  Catholic  populations  are  preeminent  for  social 
purity  and  order.  Yet  what  do  statistics  reveal?  A  far  lower 
general  standard  of  morality  than  in  non- Roman  communities. 
Devout,  holy  individuals  among  them  doubtless  there  are,  thank 
God,  who  soar  above  the  rest  in  spite  of  the  system,  as  in  other 
religious  bodies,  but  these  are  exceptions.  F.  Curci's  "\'aticano 
Regio"  which  brought  upon  the  writer  the  wrath  of  the  Jesuits, 
exposes  the  degraded  state  of  priests  and  people  in  Italy.' 

By  Ravenstein's  "  Denominational  Statistics  "  we  learn  that  in 
England  the  Church  of  R(jme  owns  less  than  5  per  cent,  of  the 
population,  and  that  although  she  is  purer  in  F^ngland  than  in 
countries  where  she  has  things  all  her  own  way,  her  children  con- 
tribute from  16  to  67  per  cent,  of  the  criminals  to  our  prisons ;  that  - 
is  to  say  from  three  tb  thirteen  times  their  fair  share  of  crime.  On 
December  31,  1877,  there  were  4,289  criminal  non-Roman  child- 
ren in  English  Reformatories,  and  1,346  Roman  Catholic  ones, 
more  than  24  per  cent.  In  Clerkenwell  prison  during  1877-8, 
there  were  1,305  Roman  Catholics  out  of  8,930,  /.  t'.,  more  than 
16  per  cent.  In  Wandsworth,  1,006  Roman  Catholics  out  of 
6,472,  nearly  16  per  cent.  In  Coldbath  Fields  during  1877,  23]^ 
per  cent.  The  ratio  in  Manchester,  1877-8-9,  has  been  43  i)er 
cent.  In  one  of  the  Liverpool  gaols  50  per  cent,  and  ujnvards; 
and  in  the  other  for  1871  to  1879,  67  per  cent,  of  Roman  Catholic 
prisoners,  more  than  double  all  others  together  —  the  ratio  of 
Roman  Catholics  in  Liverpool,  where  they  are  denser  dian  any- 
where else  in  England,  being  27.1  percent,  in  1881.  In  Scotland, 
Roman  Catholics  are  about  8j4  per  cent,  of  the  population,  chiefly 
collected  in  Dundee  and  Glasgow.  Their  ratio  of  criminals  in 
the  Dundee  gaol  was  38  per  cent.,  and  in  Glasgow  44^3  per  cent, 
in  1879.  In  Ireland,  where  Roman  Catholics  are  76.6  per  cent,  of 
population,  their  share  of  the  crime  in  1881--2  was  33,424  convicts 
out  of  a  total  of  38,968,  or  86  per  cent.,  which  included,  moreover, 
nearly  all  the  serious  offences,  as  the  remaining  14  per  cent,  con- 
sisted almost  exclusively  of  petty  offenders.  In  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  Roman  Catholics  are  much  less  than  half  the  population, 

1.  See  Plumptre's  English  Selections  of  the  work. 
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viz.,  in  1 88 1,  1,791,982  out  of  4,324,810,  say  44  per  cent.;  but  in 
1880  they  had  10,286  criminals  against  9,304  of  all  other  religious 
bodies,  or  52  per  cent,  of  the  total.  The  figures  are  more  remark- 
able in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  where  there  were  in  1881  almost 
equal  numbers  of  Roman  and  Anglo-Catholics  (320,839  of  the 
former,  and  366,539  of  the  latter).  But  the  Roman  Catholic 
criminals  in  1880  were  4,152  as  against  1,944  Anglicans;  much 
more  than  double  the  natural  rates.  In  Prussia,  where  the  Roman 
Catholics  are  one- third  the  population,  and  not  so  relatively  poor 
as  in  England,  they  produced  in  1870,  52.6  per  cent,  of  the  crimi- 
nals brought  to  trial;  in  1871,  56.7  per  cent.;  in  1872,  56.3  per 
cent.;  in  1873,  58.2  per  cent.;  in  1874,  57  per  cent.;  in  1875,  63.5 
per  cent;  in  1876,  67.5  percent.;  in  1877,60.7  per  cent.;  in  1878, 
63.7  per  cent.  What  is  more,  a  heavier  proportion  holds  for  the 
graver  crimes.  In  1878  the  Roman  Catholic  murderers  charged 
were  18.7  per  cent,  more  than  non-Roman  ones;  homicides  were 
53.5  per  cent. ;  assaults  with  fatal  resuUs,  38.6  per  cent.;  poison- 
ing, 100  per  cent.;  serious  and  repeated  cases  of  theft,  30  per 
cent. ;  robbery  and  extortion,  36  per  cent. ;  common  larceny,  49.8 
per  cent,  in  excess  of  the  non- Roman  criminals.  In  the  Nether- 
lands the  same  excess  of  criminals  holds  good.  In  Australia,  the 
following  witness  is  borne  by  Sir  Archibald  MIchie,  Q.C.,  Agent- 
General  for  Victoria.'  "In  nothing  are  Mr.  Hayter's  statistics 
more  interesting  than  in  the  tables  showing  the  relative  number  of 
arrests  and  convictions  among  the  different  religious  sects.  The 
Roman  Catholics  are  on  a  most  unenviable  eminence  in  this  re- 
spect. They  supplied  more  than  twice  as  many  arrested  persons 
as  the  Protestants,  and  more  than  three  times  as  many  as  the  Jews 
and  Pagans.  Out  of  forty-one  criminals  executed  from  1861  to 
1876,  twelve  were  Church  of  FZngland,  twenty-one  Roman  Catho- 
lics, two  Presbyterui  is,  three  Wesleyans,  and  three  Pagans.  Now, 
bearing  in  mind  that  the  proportion  of  Roman  Catholic  popula- 
tion to  the  non- Roman  was  for  many  years  less  than  a  fourth, 
the  above  statement  is  a  very  starding  one."  In  the  United  States, 
the  comparative  results  are  alleged  to  be  of  the  same  character, 
but  the  system  of  prison  returns  does  not  admit  of  tabulating 
them."    Judging  Roman  Catholic  populations,  then,   in  various 

1.  "  Readings  in  Melbourne,"  p.  194;  London,  1879. 
2.  See  note  in  I  ialedaie,  Plain  Reasons,  35th  thousand,  p.  204. 
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parts  of  the  world  by  the  prison  statistics,  we  get  a  fair  index  of 
the  hold  their  religion  obtains  over  their  moral  life.  It  is  to  me, 
Mr.  Editor,  I  can  assure  you,  a  most  ungrateful  task  thus  to  ex- 
pose the  sins  of  my  brethren ;  but  when  a  leading  Roman  Catholic 
romances  in  public  about  the  pre-eminent  perfection  and  beauty 
of  his  own  Church,  which,  he  says,  alone  can  satisfy  the  cravings 
of  enquiring  souls,  and  impart  to  them  holiness  of  life,  while  at 
the  same  time  he  pours  out  torrents  of  foul  abuse  upon  a  neighbor 
Church,  we  must  look  hard  facts  in  the  face. 

Now,  Mr.  Editor,  I  have  no  faith  in  the  tu  qiioque  argument. 
Two  wrongs  cannot  make  a  right,  but  "Cleophas"  literally  forces 
it  upon  me  in  his  unwisdom.  If  any  one  should  keep  quiet  about 
the  moral  defects  of  opponents,  it  is  a  Roman  Catholic  controver- 
sialist ;  for  the  history  of  his  Church,  and  especially  of  the  Papacy, 
teems  with  the  vilest  corruptions  of  life  and  morals.  "  Cleophas  " 
is  guilty  of  a  mistake  when  he  says  Henry  VIII.  founded  the 
English  Church,  and  of  a  scurrilous  insult  when  he  pretends  to 
find  in  her  a  likeness  to  that  lustful  murderer. 

For  the  sake  of  those  who  have  not  read  the  history  of  the 
English  Church,  let  me  first  say  that  long  before  Henry  VIII.,  the 
English  had  resisted  the  temporal  power  of  the  Pope,  that  is,  his 
exercise  in  their  kingdom  of  coercive  jurisdiction  and  collection 
of  monies  without  the  King's  leave.  "  P>om  the  end  of  the  13th 
century,"  says  Dollinger,  "and  constantly  during  the  14th,  they 
had  resisted  the  encroachments  and  extortionate  demands  of  the 
Roman  court  with  the  united  force  of  King  and  Parliament." 
Henry's  divorce,  it  is  true,  supplied  the  opportunity  for  rejecting 
the  usurpation  ;  the  King  knew  the  country  was  ripe  for  the  move. 
The  whole  English  clergy  assented,  rejected  the  Papal  coercive 
jurisdiction,  the  Pojjc's  claim  to  right  of  appeals  and  the  collection 
of  Peter's  pence,  and  promised  to  regard  the  Pope  henceforth 
only  as  Bishop  of  Rome.  The  Church  of  England  remained  the 
same  ;  the  King  was  excommunicated,  but  the  country  was  not 
laid  under  interdict  till  Elizabeth's  reign  —  adherents  to  the  "  old 
and  new  learning  "  communicated  together  at  the  same  altars  for 
years  after  Henry's  excommunication.  The  Church's  Episcopate 
was  not  then  repudiated  at  Rome  ;  the  English  Church  never  lost 
her  Episcopate,  and  could  afford  to  smile  at  the  interdict  of  an 
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angry  Pope.  In  her  corporate  capacity  she  reformed  abuses,  in 
fact,  purged  herself  from  Romish  error.  You  might  as  well  say 
"  a  man  is  not  the  same  man  because  he  has  washed  his  Hice,"  as 
that  the  Anglican  Church  is  not  one  with  her  pre-Rc  formation  life. 
The  Bishop  of  Rome  may  curse  her,  and  his  theologians  invent 
lies,  like  the  Nag's  Head  fable,  to  cast  scorn  upon  her  and  se- 
duce her  children,  but  God  will  not  suffer  such  impotent  rage 
to  deprive  her  of  divine  life.  Henry  VHL,  we  are  told,  assumed 
the  title  "  Head  of  the  Church,"  a  title  undesirable  indeed,  and 
easily  misunderstood ;  but  in  the  sense  used  —  as  of  the  King  being 
the  source  of  all  coercive  jurisdiction  over  his  subjects  —  strictly 
true.  The  Church,  under  the  tyrant  Tudor,  was  not  a  whit  more 
Erastian,  if  so  Erastian,  as  the  Church  under  the  Catsars  holding 
Councils  at  their  dictation,  and  expelling  or  admitting  Bishops  to 
Sees  by  their  command,  or  administering  the  test  of  orthodoxy 
as  the  Empeor  Theodosius  did  after  the  first  Council  of  Constan- 
tinople, at  the  request  of  the  Synod. 

"  The  Synod,"  we  read  in  Palmer,  "  requested  the  Emperor  to 
"  authorize  the  decrees,  and  he  accordingly  published  an  edict 
*'  commanding  all  Churches  to  be  delivered  to  Bishops  who  held 
"  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Trinity."  '  The  Church  craved 
power  to  enforce  her  decrees  and  turn  out  heretics  at  once,  and 
this  she  could  not  do,  as  it  involved  civil  rights,  without  support 
of  the  civil  power.  This  is  all  the  Church  meant  when  she  assented 
to  Henry  VHI.'s  high  flown  title,  and  his  rightful  claim  to  the 
usurped  power  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  over  his  subjects'  liberties. 
Whatever,  then,  has  the  moral  corruption  of  this  King  to  do  with 
the  Church  of  England's  claim  to  Apostolicity  ?  Nothing  what- 
ever. It  is  only  dragged  in  by  "Cleophas  "  to  create  a  prejudice. 
If  vileness  of  individuals  could  destroy  the  Church's  corporate 
life,  then  the  Church  of  Rome  has  long  been  a  putrifying  corpse. 
Henry  VTII.  was  an  innocent  child  compared  with  many  of  the 
Popes,  Roman  Qatholics  themselves  being  the  witnesses.'^ 

Listen  to  Cardinal  Baronius  on  the  Roman  Church  of  the  tenth 
century :  "  What  was  then  the  semblance  of  the  Holy  Roman 
"  Church  ?     As  foul  as  it  could  be ;   when  harlots,  superior  in 

1.  See  also  Appendix  (G), 
2.  I  hope  it  will  be  observed  that  it  is  principally  by  Roman  Catholic  writers  that  I  refute 
•'  Cleophas,'' 
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"  power  as  in  profligacy,  governed  at  Rome,  at  whose  will  Sees 
"  were  transferred.  Bishops  were  appointed,  and,  what  is  horrible 
"and  awful  to  say,  their  paramours  were  intruded  into  the  See  of 
"  Peter."  "  Mad  lust,  relying  on  worldly  power,  claimed  all  as  its 
"  own,  goaded  on  by  the  sting  of  ambition.  Christ  was  then  in  a 
*'  deep  sleep  in  the  ship,  and  there  was  no  disciple  to  wake  Him, 
*'  for  all  were  snoring.  You  can  imagine  as  you  please  what  sort 
"  of  Presbyters  and  Deacons  were  chosen  as  Cardinals  by  these 
"  monsters."  ^  This  period  covered  a  space  of  sixty  years  and  the 
reigns  of  thirteen  Popes.  But  Gilbert  Genebrard,  Archbishop  of 
Aix  ( 1 537-1 597),  writing  of  the  same  era,  makes  the  duration  o 
the  Papal  profligacy  much  longer :  "  This  age  has  been  unfortu- 
*'  nate,  in  so  far  that  during  150  years  about  fifty  Popes  have  fallen 
"  away  from  the  virtues  of  their  predecessors,  being  Apostates  or 
"  Apostatical  rather  than  Apostolical^  ^  These  are  Roman,  not 
Protestant  writers.^  Then  what  are  we  to  think  of  Alexander  VI., 
the  Nero  of  the  Papacy,  one  of  the  vilest  criminals  on  record  ?  * 
How  can  I  decently  veil  his  wickedness  in  the  public  press,  while 
sufficiently  indicating  it  ?  Although  a  vowed  celibate,  he  was 
both  father  and  lover  of  Lucretia.  Henry  VIII.  was  a  nobleman 
compared  with  this  wretch.  Yet  this  Borgian  Pope  sat  on  the 
altar  of  St.  Peter's  to  be  adored  as  the  Vicar  of  Christ,  and  exer- 
cised spiritual  jurisdiction  over  the  Church.  Will  "  Cleophas  " 
dare  then  to  say  of  his  what  he  has  said  of  our  branch  of  the 
Church :  "  She  assumed  to  herself  the  yoke  of  a  bestial  ruffian, 
and  in  her  subsequent  history  she  has  not  belied  her  origin^ 

It  is  devoutly  to  be  hoped  that  the  reverend  gentleman^  of 
Carleton  County,  whose  work  on  Thomas  Aquinas  was  recently 
announced  in  the  Globe,  is  not  very  intimate  with  "Cleophas,"  or 
we  may  expect  another  of  those  untrustworthy  text-books  with 
which  the  literature  of  the  Roman  Church  is  already  so  much  dis- 
figured. "Cleophas  "  has  shown  us  now  conclusively  that  he  can 
read  neither  his  Bible,  early  church  history,  nor  the  history  of 
modern  times  aright.     I  might  at  this  point  go  on  to  prove,  for 

1.  Ann.  912,  viii. 
2.  Chron.  Sac.  iv.,  Ann.  901,  Cologne,  1571. 

3.  Taken  from  Littledale,  chap.  96,  where  further  evidence  to  the  same  effect  may  be  found, 

4.  1492  to  1503.     His  MedaUion,  1  was  glad  to  observe,  v/as  not  filled  in  at  St.  Paulo  fuori  le 
miira  when  I  visited  Rome  in  1S80. 

").  The  Reverend  William  Cleophas  Gayncr,  of  Debec,  Carleton  County,  N.  B. 
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the  discomfiture  of  "Cleophas,"  that  the  Roman  claim  "that  all 
Jurisdiction  and  Mission  in  the  Church  proceed  from  the  Popes," 
utterly  breaks  down  when  tested  by  the  requirements  of  Roman 
canon  law, — that  in  consequence  of  intrusion  by  external  influ- 
ence without  valid  election ;  of  election  by  those  who  are  not 
qualified  to  elect ;  of  simony ;  and  of  antecedent  personal  ineli- 
gibility of  certain  definite  kinds,  there  have  been  several  fatal 
flaws  in  the  papal  succession.  Alexander  VI. 's  name  suggests  to 
me  this  consideration,  but  I  will  do  no  more  than  touch  on  his 
case  alone,  out  of  many  instances.  His  election  was  simonical, 
i.  e.,  he  was  returned  by  means  of  purchased  votes.  It  is  equally 
certain  that  he  systematically  sold  the  Cardinalate  to  the  highest 
bidders.  Thus  not  only  was  his  own  popedom  void  by  reason  of 
simony,  but  the  Cardinals  he  nominated  —  and  he  nominated  a 
great  many  —  were  no  true  Cardinals  for  the  same  reason,  being 
null  and  void  twice  over,  because  he  had  no  right  to  nominate 
them  at  all,  and  because,  if  he  had  any  such  right,  their  purchase 
of  their  rank  invalidated  the  whole  transaction.  When  Alexander 
VI.  died  there  was  not  a  single  validly  created  Cardinal  left  for 
the  election  of  the  new  Pope;  so,  on  Roman  principles,  the  papal 
chain  was  here  irremediably  broken,  and  there  has  been  no  valid 
Pope  of  Rome  since  1492  A.  D.^ 

Therefore,  according  to  the  strict  interpretation  of  Roman 
canon  law,  there  is  no  apostolic  jurisdiction  or  mission  left  in  the 
world.  All  the  eggs  have  been  put  into  one  basket,  and  not  one 
has  withstood  the  fall. 

The  English  Church  can  never  be  reduced  to  such  an  absurd 
position,  for  she  holds  by  the  ancient  theory  expressed  in  St.  Cyp- 
rian's well  known  words,  "  Episcopatiis  tmtis  est,  ciijiis  a  singulis 
in  solidtun  pars  te7ietur."  The  Episcopate  is  a  unity,  of  which 
each  member  exercises  to  the  full  all  its  powers  and  privileges. 
It  is  difiicult  to  translate  literally,  but  i7i  solidum  is  equivalent  to 
the  legal  phrase  "  in  joint  tenancy."  On  this  old  Catholic  theory, 
there  can  never  be  a  loss  of  apostolic  jurisdiction  and  mission 
unless  every  Bishop  in  the  world  suddenly  died  at  the  same  mo- 
ment :  if  only  one  Bishop  were  left,  he  would  possess  the  power 

1.  See  Church  Quarterly,  July,  1883,  No.  36,  vol,  xviii.,  p.  437.    A  r^j«;«^  of  the  argument 
is  given  in  Littledalt  s  Plain  Reasons,  35th  thousand,  and  a  table  of  flaws  at  end. 


Letter  IV.— Part  2. 


67 


to  re-bishop  the  world.  Not  so  with  the  Roman  Church  ;  a  fail- 
ure or  flaw  in  the  papal  line  brings  the  whole  fabric  to  the  ground. 

In  conclusion,  I  will  set  two  or  three  eminent  Roman  Catholics 
to  refute  "  Cleophas'  "  scandalous  charge  that  the  English  Church 
bears  the  features  of  a  "  bestial  ruffian  "  upon  her  countenance  to 
the  present  day.  Cardinal  Newman,  rejoicing  over  the  spread  of 
the  English  language  as  a  gain  for  virtue  and  religion,  says :  '*  For 
"  English  literature,  in  spite  of  its  being  non-Catholic  (/.  <?.,  non- 
"  Roman),  contrasts  most  happity  with  the  literature  of  France 
"  and  Italy,  which  minister  powerfully  to  irreligion  and  immor- 
■"  ality."  Cardinal  Manning  is  reported  in  the  Times  oi  ]v\y  17, 
1884,  as  saying  :  "  What  made  England  great  ?  He  did  not  ask, 
"  What  made  it  a  Christian  land  ?  but.  What  made  England 
"  great  ?  It  was  not  warfare,  nor  conquest,  nor  politics,  nor  legis- 
"  lation.  It  was  that  one  faith  and  that  one  love  of  God  and  our 
"  neighbour  which  made  a  united  England.  The  same  might  also 
"be  said  of  English  freedom  and  liberty." 

Again,  in  the  NortJi  American  Revieiv  for  P^ebruary,  1880, 
Cardinal  Manning  acknowledges  "  that  the  civil  polity  of  England 
^'  is  the  most  religious  in  existence,  and  far  superior  to  any  papal 
"  country  in  the  world."  Where  is  the  "  bestial  "  likeness  to  be 
seen  here  ?  Not  in  England  and  the  Anglican  Church,  which 
forms  eighty-two  per  cent,  of  the  population,  while  the  Roman 
Catholics  are  a  litde  over  four  per  cent.,  and  those  mostly  Irish. 

Lastly,  hear  an  eminent  Roman  layman,  St.  George  Mivart 
(^Dublin  Revieiv,  July,  1884) :  "  Yet  more  important  is  the  diffij- 
"  sion  of  that  love  of  freedom,  combined  with  order  and  the  desire 
"  for  justice  and  fair-play,  which  are  generally  admitted  to  charac- 
"  terize  our  countrymen,  and  tJie  results  of  which  Jiave  been  so 
"  bejiejicial  to  us  as  i^Romaii)  Catholics.  The  inhabitants  of  more 
"  than  one  so-called  Catholic  country  regard  our  condition  with 
^'wonder  and  admiration,  ivhile  tJie  Supreme  Pontijf  /limsetf  does 
*'  not  refrain  from  according  us  his  weighty  word  of  commenda- 
'Uio7ir^ 

This  same  writer  says  on  page  68  :  "  Not  man  but  God  over- 
"  threw  the  Spanish  Armada.  Elizabeth  was  upheld  securely  on 
^'  her  throne  despite  the  anathemas  of  the  Lord's  Vicar."  This 
Roman  Catholic  is  a  candid  man,  who  is  too  truthful  to  distort 
history. 

1.  See  also  Appendix  (N). 
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Under  whose  sheltering  wings  did  the  French  priests  of  the 
Revolution  take  refuge  ?  At  whose  hearths  are  the  Jesuits  now 
seated  to  escape  the  fury  of  French  atheists  ?  Is  it  not  at  English 
firesides  ?  And  yet  they  play  the  viper  of  the  fable,  bite  the  chil- 
dren of  their  host,  and  insert  their  subde  poison  by  telling  them 
they  are  bastards,  and  that  their  mother  church  is  a  harlot ;  while 
men  of  like  stamp  with  "  Cleophas  "  revile  her  for  her  patience 
and  long-suffering.  She  fosters  his  co-religionists  when  expelled 
for  injurious  influence  by  their  own  country,  and  then  she  is  re- 
viled as  a  creature  of  "  bestial "  life  and  expression  of  countenance. 
It  must  be  evident  to  all  that  the  reunion  of  Christendom,  so  de- 
voutly to  be  longed  for,  will  not  be  brought  about  by  men  of  such 
temper  and  mind  as  this. 

Mr.  Editor,  I  confess  to  feeling  somewhat  indignant.  Thank- 
ing you  for  this  further  grant  of  space, 

I  remain,  yours  faithfully, 

Catholic. 
April  20,  iSSj. 


[The  Globe,  May  12th. ] 


''Catholic's"  Criticism  on  "  Cleophas' " 
Seventh  Instalment. 


7b  the  Editor  of  tJic  "  Gtobe : " 

Sir,  —  "Cleophas"'  seventh  instalment  teems  with  the  same 
kind  of  invective  as  the  last,  while  no  further  attempt  is  made  to 
speak  to  the  questions. 

I  was  in  hopes  "  Cleophas  "  had  found  by  this  time  some  nota- 
ble illustradons  of  the  value  of  Papal  Infallibility  in  the  past  to 
add  to  those  striking  instances  which  I  have  already  supplied  him 
at  his  suggestion ;  but  no,  he  will  not  venture  on  such  ground,  one 
is  so  apt  to  be  tripped  up  at  every  step ;  the  conditions  implied 
under  the  mysterious  phrase  ex  catJiedrd  are  more  than  even  the 
learned  of  the  "  household  of  faith  "  ^  can  make  out.    So  he  turns 

1.  See  page  (4. 


Letter  IV,— Part  3. 


69 


to 
im 
Ine 

ed 
Ihe 


rns 


to  a  profitless  discussion  as  to  my  identity,  over  which  he  con- 
sumes more  than  three-quarters  of  his  instalment.  This  is  simply 
trifling  with  your  readers.  He  might  have  known  at  once  who  I 
was  if  he  had  written  over  his  own  name,  and  may  know  for  cer- 
tain now  who  I  am  if  he  agrees  to  unmask.  (The  Globe  will,  I 
feel  sure,  grant  space  enough  for  our  names  and  addresses,  so 
"Cleophas"  has  only  to  say  the  word,  and  the  Editor  will  insert 
them.^) 

The  more  I  see  of  noms  de  plume,  Mr.  Editor,  the  less  I  like 
them.  It  is  rarely  I  adopt  one  myself,  though,  of  course,  in  this 
case  I  followed  suit.  It  seems  to  me  that  when  a  man  writes  over 
his  own  name  he  gives  the  public  a  guarantee,  as  it  were,  that  he 
knows  something  of  his  subject,  that  he  has  the  courage  of  his 
opinions,  that  he  dare  not  attempt  to  garble  or  misquote  authori- 
ties, that  he  will  be  very  careful  to  verify  references  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, while  at  the  same  time  his  name  shames  him  out  of  adopting 
coarse  invective  in  place  of  sober  argument.  I  regret,  therefore, 
that  this  controversy  has  been  conducted  over  fictitious  names. 

There  is  one  very  prominent  defect  in  this  instalment — a  striking 
inconsistency.  "  Cleophas  "  heaps  abuse  upon  me,  paragraph  after 
paragraph,  and  then  towards  the  end  pats  me  on  the  back  as  a 
most  valuable  ally  to  the  Roman  Church,  and  bids  me  persevere 
in  my  excellent  work.  Indeed  !  Men  don't  generally  abuse  allies 
or  strive  to  prejudice  others  against  them.  This  is  on  a  par  with 
Monsgr.  Capel's  noble  stratagem,  when  out  of  temper  with  Eng- 
lish High  Churchmen.  He  knew  well  enough  that  they  were  the 
very  men  who  were  stopping  the  leakage  to  Rome,  and  so  he 
strove  very  maliciously  to  bring  trouble  upon  them  from  their 
Low  Church  brethren  by  announcing  the  Romish  tendency  of 
their  teaching  and  practices.  But  when  the  amiable  Monsignor 
crossed  the  water  and  lectured  in  the  States,  he  let  it  slip  out  one 
day,  "  that  if  it  were  not  for  the  Irish  contingent,  the  Roman 
Church  in  England  would  be  nowhere^  This  fact  I  have  already 
pointed  out  from  the  marriage  statistics,  and  from  the  laments  of 
Mivart  over  the  failure  of  the  Roman  mission  in  England,  in  spite 
of  the  secession  of  Newman  and  a  few  notable  men  of  his  time. 
The  Roman  Church  in  England  rarely  catches  any  thoughtful 

1.  This  challenge  was  not  accepted. 
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Anglican  now-a-days  ;  she  misleads  an  ignorant  undergraduate^ 
or  a  crazy  woman  or  two  occasionally,  that  is  all.  "Cleophas" 
will  do  neither  his  cause  nor  himself  any  good,  even  among  ultra- 
Protestants,  by  this  sort  of  artifice. 

I  will  now  touch  upon  the  other  points  which  call  for  adverse 
criticism  in  this  instalment.  "  Cleophas  "  has  become  so  thor- 
oughly Ultramontane  that  he  even  casts  scorn  upon  his  own  great 
Council  of  Trent.  That  whereas  the  third  clause  of  its  creed, 
called  the  creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV.,  to  which  he  has  given  solemn 
assent,  runs  "  I  also  admit  the  sacred  Scriptures  according  to  the 
"  sense  which  the  holy  mother  church  has  held  and  does  hold,  etc. 
"  *  *  *  Nor  will  I  ever  take  and  interpret  them  otherwise 
**  than  according  to  the  unanimous  co?isent  of  the  Fathers^  "  Cleo- 
phas "  tells  us  that  this  is  all  nonsense,  because  Chillingworthy 
forsooth,  of  fickle  mind  (who  performed  a  feat  commonly  nick- 
named the  double-shuffle,  viz.,  of  going  over  to  Rome  and  back),, 
avers  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  consent  of  the  Fathers.  Why, 
the  English  Church,  which  "Cleophas"  so  much  abuses,  is  far 
more  faithful  to  "Catholic"  tradition  than  he,  for  she  constantly 
refers  to  "  the  mind  of  the  Primitive  Church,"  and  "  the  mind  and 
purpose  of  the  old  Fathers,"  while  the  Pan  Anglican  Synod  which 
met  at  Lambeth,  1867,  declares  —  "We  do  here  solemnly  record 
"  our  conviction,  that  unity  will  be  most  effectually  promoted  by 
"  maintaining  the  Faith  in  its  purity  and  integrity,  as  taught  in  Holy 
"  Scripture,  held  by  the  Primitive  Church,  summed  up  in  the 
"  creeds,  and  affirmed  by  the  undisputed  General  Councils."  Does 
"Cleophas"  contend  that  the  mind  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  on 
the  subject  of  the  Incarnation  is  not  fully  and  accurately  expressed 
in  the  Homooiision  of  the  Nicene  ci'eed  ?  If  not,  it  is  the  height  of 
indiscretion  for  any  one  who  desires  to  pass  for  a  good  Catholic 
to  quote  Chillingworth  against  the  rule  which  has  governed  the 
Councils  of  the  Church  from  the  earliest  times,  and  which  was 
recognized  so  strongly  even  at  the  Roman  Council  of  Trent. 
"  Cleophas  "  in  fact  contends  that  his  church  orders  him  to  per- 
form an  impossible  task,  which  is  very  disloyal  on  his  part. 

Next,  with  regard  to  the  Faculties  of  which  I  spoke,  and  about 
which  "  Cleophas  "  tells  me  I  have  been  guilty  of  disseminating 
"double-dyed  falsehoods,"  I  must  point  out  first  that  "Cleophas" 
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does  not  deny  that  Bishops  receive  them  from  Rome  or  that  they 
pay  regulation  fees  for  them,  but  simply  denies  that  they  cannot 
exercise  their  Episcopal  power  without  them.  "Veritas"  however 
does  not  deny  the  existence  of  these  faculties,  though  it  was  in  my 
reply  to  him  that  I  mentioned  them.  These  Faculties,  I  find,  are 
called  "  quinquennial."  Qiiirimis  mentions  them,  and  also  the 
editor  of  a  book  published  at  150  Nassau  street,  New  York,  called 
^^  An  Inside  Vic7v  of  the  Vatican  Council^'  which  contains  a  trans- 
lation of  Archbishop  Kenrick's  speech,  which  he  himself  had 
printed  at  Naples,  although  it  was  not  delivered  in  the  Council 
Chamber.  This  editor  says  (p.  218)  :  "Among  the  enormous  en- 
"  croachments  of  the  Roman  See,  which  in  latter  ages  have  swal- 
"  lowed  up  the  last  vestiges  of  the  freedom  of  Bishops,  is  that 
"  which  is  suggested  by  the  phrase  quinquennial  faculties.  At  the 
"  accession  of  each  bishop  to  his  office,  papers  are  issued  to  him 
"  licensing  him  for  five  years  from  that  date  and  no  longer  (unless 
"  the  license  be  renewed  for  a  like  period),  to  perform  certain  acts^ 
^'  wit/iont  icJiicJi  it  wonld  be,  in  effect,  impossible  for  Jiim  to  con- 
"  tiniie  t/ie  administration  of  /lis  diocese.  It  is  publicly  and  res- 
"  ponsibly  charged  in  Rome  itself  before  the  very  face  of  the 
"  Pope's  court,  that  the  adhesion  of  the  bishops  of  the  minority 
"  was  extorted  from  them  under  the  pressure  of  the  refusal  other- 
"  wise  to  renew  their  Faculties,"  and  he  gives  as  proof  of  the  asser- 
tion, in  a  foot-note,  an  extract  from  a  letter  to  Mgr.  Nardi,  pub- 
lished in  La  Liberia,  Rome,  April  14th,  1871,  wherein  the  writer 
proves  that  moral  violence  was  used  against  the  opposition.  "  I 
"  will  mention  one  case,"  he  says,  "  by  way  of  example :  As  the  last 
"  Lent  approached,  the  opposidon  bishops  applied,  like  the  others, 
"for  the  renewal  of  their  'faculdes'  —  for  the  Popes  now  hold  all 
"  Episcopal  powers  concentrated  in  their  own  hands.  Well,  what 
"  was  the  answer?  That  if  they  wished  the  faculties,  they  should 
''  humble  themselves  at  the  feet  of  the  holy  father,  that  is,  give  in 
"  their  adhesion  to  his  infallibility  and  exclusive  jurisdiction." 
The  writer  then  goes  on  to  enumerate  the  several  particulars  of 
these  faculties,  and  concludes  with  this  pregnant  remark :  "  It  is 
"  obvious  that  even  those  bishops  who  are  not  removable  at  the 
"  nod  of  the  Pope,  must  nevertheless  become  quite  helpless  in 
"their  subserviency  to  him  as  soon  as  their  'five  years  faculties' 
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■"expire."'  Perhaps  "Cleophas"  means  that  a  bishop  can  say 
Mass  or  confirm  children  or  consecrate  holy  water  without  a 
faculty,  and  so  gives  vent  to  his  indignation  as  though  I  had  alto- 
gether lied  in  the  matter.  My  original  statement  is  absolutely 
correct — that  the  bishops  are  kept  submissive  by  an  oppressive 
system  of  faculties  unknown  in  the  early  church,  because  without 
them  it  is  impossible  to  eontinue  the  administration  of  their  dio- 
ceses. I  fail  to  see  that  there  is  anything  "mean"  or  "unmanly" 
in  stating  this  fact,  although  of  course  it  must  be  an  unpleasant 
one  for  any  Roman  Catholic  to  faoe. 

I  regret  that  "Cleophas"  has  not  pointed  out  even  one  of  the 
"glaring  falsehoods"  with  which  my  "specious,  shuffling,  menda- 
"  cious  and  sophistical  reply"  to  "Veritas"  abounds.  "Veritas" 
does  not  compliment  me  in  this  style  —  he  calls  what  he  deems  an 
error  "a  mistake"  but  that  is  too  tame  for  "Cleophas."  If  I  may 
take  this  so-called  mistake  as  one  of  "  Cleophas ' "  instances,  I  may 
re'nark  that  my  meaning  surely  was  very  plain  when  I  said  "  Arch- 
"  bishop  Connolly  knew  Rome  only  at  a  distance."  I  was  not,  of 
course,  speaking  of  the  city  or  sights  of  Rome,  as  I  myself  may  be 
acquainted  with  the  Catacombs,  but  of  the  working  of  the  central 
bureau  of  the  church.  The  Archbishop  might  easily  have  been  a 
student  in  a  seminary  at  Rome  and  know  nothing  of  the  practical 
working  of  the  Church's  government.  What  I  said  was  perfectl)'' 
true,  and  "Veritas"  does  not  deny  it,  though  he  does  lead  people 
off  the  track  by  a  comment  upon  what  was  clearly  not  my  mean- 
ing. Archbishop  Connolly  did  not  know,  before  leaving  home, 
what  was  on  the  agenda  paper.  H'^  wa:  staggered  to  find  that  what 
he  deemed  a  calumny  against  the  Holy  See  in  the  Allgemeine  Zei- 
iung  was  positively  true;  viz.,  that  the  definition  of  the  dogma  of 
Papal  Infallibility  was  the  real  object  of  the  Council.  He  knew 
Rome  only  at  a  distance  in  this  sense,  that  he  could  not  believe 
the  Curia  would  be  guilty  of  such  an  injustice  to  the  bishops  as 
was  charged  against  it  in  a  German  paper. '^  The  mere  fact  of  his 
devoting  himself  at  once  at  his  age  to  study  the  question  "with  all 
"the  assiduous  appli^^c^tion  of  which  his  great  mind  was  capable," 
to  quote  Bishop  R^ogers'  words,  in  order  to  defeat  if  possible  the 

1.  For  fuller  account  of  the  matter  the  reader  is  referred  to  Wetzer  and  Welte's  Kirchen- 
Lexikon  s.  v,  Far.ultatcn,  a  standard  Roman  Catholic  work. 

2.  See  p.  2j. 
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crafty  design  of  the  Jesuit  infallibilists,  is  overwhelming  evidence 
of  the  objectionable  state  of  affairs  at  the  Council. 

"Cleophas"  perhaps  thinks  too,  with  "Veritas,"  that  Arch- 
bishop Connolly's  plain  speaking  is  a  contradiction  of  my  state- 
ment that  the  Vatican  Council  was  not  free.  I  will  therefore  quote 
the  context  from  Quirhius  on  this  point.  It  shows  that  freedom 
of  speech  was  not  the  order  of  the  day:  "Was  it  confidence  of 
"victory"  (it  was  now  the  end  of  June,  be  it  remembered)  "that 
"  moved  the  Legates  to  allow  the  bold  and  free  minded  American 
"  (so  the  writer  called  Connolly)  who  spoke  with  the  full  weight  of 
"  a  deep  ;  i  laboriously  attained  conviction,  to  bring  these  earn- 
"est  words  to  a  close  without  interruption,  after  they  had  recently 
"reduced  three  of  their  own  speakers  in  succession  to  silence?  I 
"  know  not."  This  appears  then  to  have  been  a  little  set  off  to  the 
usual  treatment  the  opposition  received.  Time  after  time,  through- 
out the  seven  months  previously,  the  opposition  prelates  were 
rung  down  by  the  Legates,  while  on  March  23rd,  Strossmayer 
left  the  tribune  amid  a  storm  of  imprecations,  exclaiming  energeti- 
cally three  times,  "  Protestor!  Protestor!  Protestor!" 

Quirinus.  Pomponio  Leio.  Ce  qui  se passe  au  Concilc,  An 
Inside  View  of  the  Councily  all  testify  to  the  interruption  of  the 
opposition  bishops. 

A  French  bishop,  in  a  letter  to  Count  Daru,  mentions  among 
other  particulars  which  invalidate  the  work  of  the  Vatican  Council : 
"  The  scenes  of  violence  exhibited  against  Haynault  and  Stross- 
"  mayer,"  "  The  precipitation  of  discussion  by  the  Presidents," 
"  The  murmurs  and  interruptions  with  which  some  bishops  are  re- 
"  ceived,"  "The  coercion  exercised  upon  the  Eastern  bishops," 
"The  oppression  of  the  Chaldean  Patriarch,"  "The  imprisonment 
"of  the  Archbishop  of  Antioch,"  etc.,  etc.,  so  the  mere  fact  that 
towards  the  close  of  the  Council  Archbishop  Connolly  obtained  a 
hearing  does  not  prove  the  Council  free,  but  merely  that  for 
policy's  sake,  or  for  some  other  reason,  he  was  not  interrupted. 

I  cannot  think  of  anything  else  which  "Cleophas"  might  rank 
among  the  "doub.e-dyed  falshoods"  he  lays  to  my  charge,  unless 
he  thinks,  as  I  learn  others  do,  that  I  am  wrong  in  stating  that 
newly  elected  popes  are  seated  on  the  altar  of  St.  Peter's  for  ador- 
ation.    It  is.  however,  quite  accurate.     A  newly  elected  Pope  re- 
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ceives  a  threefold  adoration  —  first,  on  the  very  spot  where  he 
stands  at  the  moment  of  his  election;  secondly,  in  the  Sistine 
Chapel ;  and  thirdly,  after  he  has  been  carried  in  his  sella gcstatoria 
to  the  High  Altar  of  St.  Peter's  and  seated  upon  it.  He  is  actu- 
ally seated  upon  what  Roman  Catholics  esteem  the  chief  altar  of 
Christendom,  that  altar  which  is  reserved  for  exceptional  and  im- 
portant celebrations  of  the  Holy  Eucharist  in  the  Roman  Church, 
and  around  which  the  faithful  crowd  at  special  times  to  adore  the 
exposed  Sacrament  amid  exceeding  pomp,  so  that  the  Pope  liter- 
ally fulfills  the  prediction  of  St.  Paul  (2  Thess.  ii.  4),  whether  or 
not  he  be  the  person  intended  in  the  prophecy  or  merely  fore- 
shadowed him,  "  he  sitteth  in  the  Sanctuary  of  God,  setting  him- 
"  self  forth  as  God,''  or  as  the  Douay  Version  has  it,  "  shewing 
"  himself  as  if  he  were  God."  Surely,  whatever  interpretation  may 
be  put  upon  this  text,  it  ought  to  make  the  Pope  and  those  who 
have  raised  him  thus  to  the  altar  of  God,  tremble  at  so  strong  a 
mark  of  likeness  to  the  "  lawless  one  "  of  whom  the  Apostle  speaks. 
And  yet  we  are  invited  to  leave  our  pure  faith  and  practice  to 
assent  to  this  as  a  true  expression  of  the  faith  and  practice  of  St. 
Peter  and  the  rest  of  the  Apostles,  without  which  we  cannot  belong 
to  Christ  or  share  His  life  and  save  our  souls. 

To  conclude.  On  a  careful  review  of  this  controversy  I  find 
that  "Cleophas  "  has  lamentably  failed  in  his  answers  to  my  four 
Scripture  questions,  and  that  the  last  four  are  left  practically  un- 
touched. Of  the  intermediate  seven  I  have  already  given  a  sum- 
mary account  in  my  criticism  upon  his  first  five  instalments.^ 

I  claim  to  have  demonstrated,  from  Holy  Writ  and  the  general 
councils  of  the  Church,  that  neither  the  primacy  of  the  early  Popes 
nor  the  supremacy  of  the  later  ones  can  be  defended  as  resting 
on  Divine  authority.  That  infallibility  was  not  promised  to  any 
individual,  either  in  Apostolic  or  subsequent  times.  That  certainty 
as  to  the  meaning  of  Divine  Revelation  was  assured  only  to  the 
Church  in  her  corporate  capacity.  That  this  assurance  of  the 
Saviour  was  amply  fulfilled  with  regard  to  all  truth  necessary  for 
salvation  before  the  first  split  in  Christendom,  through  the  instru- 
mentality chiefly  of  the  CEcumenical  Councils.  That,  therefore, 
there  was,  and  is,  no  need  of  an  infallible  Pope.     That  the  despot- 
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ism  which  claimed  the  need  has  wrought  Httle  but  ill  to  the  church 
at  large,  while  it  has  proved  the  greatest  hindrance  to  the  success 
of  missionary  enterprise.  I  claim  to  ha^'e  shown  also  that,  not- 
withstanding long  oppression  and  falsification  of  documents, 
divines  of  the  Roman  Church  herself  are  to  be  found  in  this  cen- 
tury who  reject  the  dogma  of  P^r^al  Infallibility  as  false,  and  pro- 
test against  Papal  Imperialism. 

I  see  then,  Mr.  Editor,  on  mspection,  that  —  notwithstanding 
much  smoke  and  noise  —  my  citadel  and  outworks  have  not  suf- 
fered in  any  way,  either  from  the  "  light  or  heavy  artillery"  of  my 
adversary.     My  fifteen  questions  have  still  to  be  answered. 

And  now,  Mr.  Editor,  my  task  is  done.  If  I  have  in  any  way 
wounded  the  religious  susceptibilities  of  any  of  your  readers,  I  am 
sorry.  My  attack  has  been  not  on  individuals,  but  on  a  system; 
though  individuals  may  have  been  pained  in  the  process.  I  am, 
sir,  quite  as  outspoken  about  abuses  in  my  own  communion.  I 
have  repudiated  in  strong  terms  Puritan  traditions  within  the 
Church  of  England  as  foreign  elements  forced  upon  her  by  revo- 
lutionists from  Geneva,  opposed  to  the  Catholic  principles  of  the 
Reformation  proper  of  the  English  Church.  My  aim  in  both 
cases  is,  in  faith,  "  to  remove  mountains  "  —  every  prayerful  work- 
man in  Christ's  Church  can  do  something  towards  moving  them  — 
the  mountains  of  error  and  prejudice  which  hinder  Christ's  truth 
and  the  corporate  reunion  of  Christendom.  People  may  smile, 
but  the  Church  has  been  visibly  one,  and  may  again  be,  "  for 
God's  arm  is  not  shortened."  If,  instead  of  pretending  we  are 
perfectly  sound  and  hiding  our  wounds  and  sores,  like  the  patient 
St.  Augustine  mentions,  we  show  them  to  the  great  Physician  and 
beg  Him  to  heal  them  ;  if,  instead  of  isolating  our  family,  and 
training  our  children  to  believe  that  their  uncles  were  alone  to 
blame  for  the  loss  of  harmony,  and  have  therefore  ceased  to  be 
the  sons  of  their  grandfather,  as  the  manner  of  some  is,  we  tell 
them  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth,  that  there  were 
faults  and  errors  on  both  sides  when  the  quarrel  split  up  the  fam- 
ily, and  that  the  sooner  they  come  to  an  understanding  with  their 
cousins,  the  better  for  themselves  and  all  concerned,  —  a  reunion 
based  upon  mutual  expressions  of  sorrow  and  penitence  for  the 
past,  and  on  an  agreement  about  essential  truth  for  the  future, 
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might  be  consummated.     Would  to  God  that  the  eldest  brother 

of  the  family  might  take  the  initiative,  for  then  might  be  realized 

in  greater  force  than  with  St.  Peter,  the  words  of  his  Master  — 

"  When  thou  art  converted,  strengthen  thy  brethren."     I  believe 

it  is  impossible  for  us  to  conceive  what  a  marvellous  revival  of 

spiritual  life  would  ensue  for  the  whole  of  Christendom  if  only  the 

Roman  Catholic  Church  would  reform  herself  and  seek  to  unite 

the  flock  of  Christ. 

Thanking  you  again  very  earnestly,  Mr.  Editor,  for  your  space, 

patience,  and  fair  play, 

I  remain,  yours  very  truly. 

Catholic. 
St.  John,  April  2g,  i88j. 


iT\\<i"Glol>e,"  May  19th.] 


"Catholic's"   Reply  to  "Veritas'"  Third  Letter. 


To  the  Editor  of  the  "  Globe : " 

Sir,  —  I  have  no  objection  whatever,  if  it  suit  you  and  your 
readers,  to  enter  the  lists  with  "Veritas,"  or  any  of  his  friends,  on 
the  present  question  of  Papal  Infallibility,  or  on  any  other  peculiar 
teiict  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  (provided  only,  that  as 
pledges  of  good  faith  and  polite  controversy,  we  all  write  over  our 
own  names)';  but  I  must  protest  against  the  more  "wily"  than 
"honest"  proceeding  (if  "Veritas"  will  please  share  with  me  his 
own  compliment)  adopted  by  "Veritas"  of  reopening  ab  initio 
my  controversy  with  "Cleophas"  under  cover  of  "doing  justice 
to  the  venerated  dead."  "  Veritas  "  professed  from  the  first  to  have 
only  one  contention  with  me,  and  expressed  his  desire  not  to  enter 
upon  the  controversy,  which  he  deemed  "Cleophas  "  fully  able  to 

1.  This  challenge  was  not  accepted,  nor  did  "  Veritas,"  any  more  than  "  Cleophas,''  reveal 
his  name. 
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conduct ;  that  contention  was,  that  Archbishop  Connolly  opposed 
Papal  Infallibility  at  the  Vatican  merely  as  an  Inopportunist.  By 
aid  of  extracts  supplied  by  "Veritas"  from  Bishop  Rogers,  I 
claim  to  have  clearly  demonstrated  that  the  Archbishop  vehe- 
mently rejected  the  dogma  of  the  Council  as  false.  "Veritas"  has 
found  it  impossible  to  rebut  my  arguments  in  the  Globe  of  April 
yth,^  so  he  now  attempts  to  raise  fresh  issues.  I  cannot,  therefore, 
allow  myself  to  follow  him  till  I  have  made  this  clear  to  your 
readers.  At  the  same  time,  I  am  not  averse  to  a  different  con- 
tention. 

"  Veritas  "  now  argues  that  because  Archbishop  Connolly  sub- 
mitted to  the  decision  of  the  majority  at  the  Vatican  at  the  point 
of  an  anathema  (and  probably  with  a  laudable  motive  of  avoiding 
a  fresh  schism  in  the  Church),  he  therefore  rebutted  every  argument 
he  had  used  previously  against  the  dogma ;  otherwise,  he  could  not 
object  in  such  severe  terms  to  my  quoting  them  as  the  Archbishop's 
convictions.  On  the  same  grounds,  then,  he  ought  to  hold  that 
Galileo's  submission  to  the  Inquisition  overthrew  his  philosophic 
assertion  that  "the  earth  moves  round  the  sun,"  or  that  Pere 
Gratry's  letters  to  Deschamps  may  no  longer  be  fairly  quoted  as 
evidence  of  the  corrupt  state  of  Roman  Church  literature,  or  of 
the  casuistry  of  the  Ultramontanes,  because  iri  extremis  he  "com- 
plied against  his  will"  to  the  Vatican  decrees  so  as  to  secure  the 
last  rites  of  his  Church.  "Veritas' "  illustrations  of  this  tliesis  are 
equally  infelicitous.  Is  it  an  unknown  thing  in  deliberative  assem- 
blies for  the  sounder  views  to  be  voted  down  for  a  while  by  an 
impulsive  majority  only  to  be  revived  with  greater  force  in  time 
to  come  ?  Will  the  chapters  headed  "  Solvuntur  objectiones"  in 
the  school  treatises  referred  to,  always  bear  close  inspection  ?  Is 
it  not  a  fact  that  not  only  the  deductions,  but  the  very  axioms  of 
physical  science  are  in  a  constant  state  of  flux,  and  old  objections 
glossed  over  for  a  while  are  found  eiitirely  to  upset  previous  con- 
clusions ?  What  student,  for  instance,  would  nowadays  commit 
himself  to  the  axiom,  "  Nature  abhors  a  vacuum  ?  " 

Both  the  thesis  and  its  illustrations,  then,  are  thoroughly  falla- 
cious. But  the  Vatican  Council  had  neither  the  advantages  of  a 
deliberative  assembly,  nor  of  a  chapter  in  its  history  entitled  "  Sol- 
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vuntur  objectiones."  Free  discussion  was  strictly  prohibited. 
Though  Bishops  started  to  their  feet  to  contradict  some  mon- 
strous allegation  in  an  essay,  they  were  silenced  at  once.  The 
so-called  debate  consisted  of  a  series  of  written  Latin  essays  from 
either  side  ; '  if  any  contained  statements  strongly  antagonistic  to 
Papal  Infallibility  the  reader  was  silenced  by  the  bell  of  the  pre- 
siding Legates ;  the  same  ground  was  traversed  again  and  again 
with  no  conscious  reference  to  the  statements  of  the  previous 
speaker.  This  was  the  way  the  Bishops  were  duped,  and  this 
method  of  conducting  business  is  one  of  the  points  complained  of 
in  the  letter  of  a  French  Bishop  to  Count  Daru,  the  French  Minis- 
ter of  State.  ^     The  simile  fails  then  for  this  reason. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  refutation  of  objections,  I  can  find  no 
record  anywhere  of  satisfactory  answers  given  to  Schwarzenberg, 
Strossmayer,  Darboy,  Dupanloup,  Connolly,  and  others,  unless 
bullying  and  browbeating  be  considered  their  equivalents. 

So  here  again  the  simile  is  valueless. 

Then  again  the  Vatican  Council  lacked  another  advantage  of 
most  deliberative  assemblies,  in  that  its  minority  was  frightened 
out  of  voting  at  the  right  moment  (July  18),  although,  as  is  not 
the  case  with  those  conventions,  a  minority  could  have  frustrated 
the  determination  of  the  majority  in  a  matter  dejidc. 

The  Vatican  minority  in  fact  simply  supplies  us  with  another 
illustration  of  " Cleophas' "  quotation  from  Hudibras,  "they  com- 
plied against  their  will;  "  and  they  were  in  the  same  position  as 
that  L'ish  Roman  Priest  who  wrote  a  month  since  to  the  London 
Times''  to  defend  himself  and  his  fellow  priests  from  the  charge  of 
rebellion  against  the  Queen,  under  shelter  of  the  iniquitous  Bull 
(albeit  infallible,  as  Cardinal  Manning  holds)  of  Urban  VIIL,  In 
Cvcna  Domini,  which  absolves  Roman  Catholics  from  allegiance  to 

1.  "  Veritas,"  who  appears  from  his  style  of  writing  to  have  himself  been  present  at  the 
Vatican  Council,  and  is  therefore  either  Archbishop  Connolly's  theologian  or  one  of  the  Canadian 
Roman  Catholic  Bishops,  tells  us  in  his  second  letter  (the  Globe,  April  17),  that  "  ill  the 
speeches  at  the  Council  were  written  and  delivered  in  Latin."  It  appears  to  me  that  that  fact 
removes  a  great  difficulty  from  the  way  of  our  understanding  how  outsiders  obtained  such  well- 
written  extracts  of  the  speeches  in  the  Council  Chamber,  as  are  given  in  Quirinus.  I  at  one  time 
thought  the  speeches  were  spoken,  not  read,  and  wondered  how  bishop-reporters  could  take 
down  so  admirably  extempore  effusions. 

2.  Letter  IV.,  Part  3,  p.  73. 
3.  Weekly  edition,  April  10,  1885. 
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non-Roman  Sovereigns,  by  saying  that  "  Maynooth  College  used 
"  to  be  very  Gallican  indeed,  and  that  7?iost  Irish  priests  were  on 
"  that  account  still  Gallic a7i  in  sentiment^  though  they  had  been 
"  obliged  to  submit  on  the  Infallibility  question^  (Behold  here 
another  illustration  of  the  happy  united  family  "Cleophas"  in- 
vites us  to  join.) 

Therefore,  unless  "Veritas"  can  prove  that  Archbishop  Con- 
nolly definitely  retracted  his  twice  repeated  comment  at  the  Vati- 
can Council  on  Acts  xv.,  I  shall  continue  to  quote  it,  and  not  con- 
sider the  doing  so  "  unworthy  of  an  honest  and  educated  logician." 

I  must  ask  "Veritas"  to  remember  that  he  himself  told  me 
that  Bishop  Rogers  said  that  Archbishop  Connolly's  knowledge 
of  the  salient  points  of  Scripture  bearing  upon  dogma  was  "admir- 
able," and  that  for  seven  months  he  studied  the  pros  and  cons  of 
Papal  Infallibility  "with  all  the  assiduous  application  of  which  his 
** great  mind  w^as  capable."^ 

How  then  does  "Veritas"  show  honor  to  "the  admirable 
knowledge  "  of  his  "  great  minded,"  laborfous  student  and  ven- 
erated friend  departed  ?  He  actually  presumes  to  controvert  his 
comments  on  Acts  xv. ;  that  whereas  Archbishop  Connolly  said, 
"  Even  at  the  Apostolic  Council  at  Jerusalem  St.  James  proved 
"  the  teaching  of  Peter  by  the  Prophets,  and  appealed  to  it  be- 
"  cause  it  agreed  with  theirs  and  not  on  account  of  his  authority^' 
"Veritas"  asserts  that  to  his  mind  "  St.  >  vike  proves  to  a  demon- 
"  stration  the  supreme  authority  at  the  Council  exercised  by  St. 
"  Peter,  and  recognized  by  all  the  others."  Archbishop  Connolly 
then,  in  "Veritas'  "  estimation,  must  have  been  wofully  blind,  and 
his  extract  from  Bishop  Rogers  about  his  deep  knowledge  and 
great  mindedness  had  better  been  left  unquoted.  "Veritas,"  how- 
ever, is  equally  hard  on  "  Cleophas,"  so  I  suppose  I  ought  to  ex- 
cuse him;  but  then  while  he  refutes  " Cleophas' "  assertion  that 
"  Peter  spoke  first  at  the  Council,"  he  himself  falls  into  another 
almost  as  baseless.  He  prints  this  comment  in  capitals  as  very 
important :  "  Peter  was  the  first  of  the  A])ostles  who  spoke." 
Where  does  he  learn  this  ?  Certainly  not  from  the  Greek,  the 
Vulgate,  or  the  Douay.  St.  Luke,  in  his  very  summary  account 
of  the  Council  in  Acts  xv.,  gives  no  information  as  to  who  took 
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part  in  the  "  much  disputing  "  which  preceded  St.  Peter's  remarks ; 
he  does  not  say  how  many  Apostles  were  absent^  in  distant  lands, 
or  how  many  were  present,  or  whether  or  not  they  disputed  with 
the  rest ;  very  probably  they  did  join  in  the  discussion.  St.  Luke 
appears  merely  to  mention  the  chief  speakers  and  the  salient  points 
of  their  testimony.  All,  therefore,  that  can  be  correctly  asserted  is 
that  "  Peter's  speech  is  the  first  summarized  by  St.  Luke  in  his 
account  of  the  Council  in  Acts  xv."  Doubtless  this  fact  points  to 
the  importance  of  Peter's  testimony  in  the  matter,  as  being  the  first 
to  use  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  for  admitting  Gentiles  to  Christ's 
Church,  and  one  of  the  first  to  see  Gentiles  endowed  with  the 
same  grace  and  extraordinary  gifts  of  the  Spirit  wherewith  the 
Apostolic  company  itself  had  been  crowned  on  the  day  of  Pente- 
cost, but  it  does  not  make  it  an  authoritative  decision  at  this  stage 
of  the  proceedings,  any  more  than  Paul's  and  Barnabas'  relations 
of  "  what  wonders  and  signs  God  had  wrought  among  the  Gentiles 
by  them,"  were  authoritative  pronouncements.  These  were  but 
the  statements  of  facte  concerning  the  Holy  Ghost's  work  (which 
of  course  involved  certain  consequences),  \v\nc\\  Jauies,  not  Peter, 
summed  up  with  corroborative  Scripture  testimony  when  he  said, 
as  President,  "  Wherefore  my  judgment  is,"  or,  according  to  the 
Douay,  "  I  judge,"  etc. 

From  Acts  xi.  we  learn  that  so  far  were  the  ordinary  disciples 
of  Jerusalem  fiom  recognizing  Peter's  authority  as  paramount,  or 
his  word  infallible,  that  they  actually  called  him  to  account  for 
associadng  with  Cornelius,  and  that  Peter,  instead  of  rebuking 
this  impertinence  and  want  of  faith  in  his  divinely  granted  supre- 
macy and  infallibility,  as  he  was  in  duty  bound  to  do  for  the  truth's 
sake,  had  he  known  of  the  Divine  gifts  to  himself,  put  in  a  defence 
for  his  conduct,  and  moreover  produced  six  Jewish  witnesses  of 
the  outpouring  of  the  Spirit  upon  Cornelius  and  his  company,  to 
assure  them  that  he  was  speaking  the  truth.  '^ 

Then  it  should  be  obser\  ed,  as  Archbishop  Connolly  points 
out,  "the  Council  did  not  adopt  the  formula  of  Peter,  but  o^ 
James,"  and  also  that  it  was  issued  —  not  in  the  name  of  "  Peter, 
the  Council  approving,"  as  the  Vatican  style  demands  —  but  in  the 


1,  Like  St.  Thomas,  who  was  probably  in  India  at  that  time. 
2.  Acts  xi.  17., 
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name  of  the  Holy  Ghost  and  of  the  Synod  of  Apostles  and  Elders. 
The  utmost  therefore  that  we  can  assert  of  Peter's  position  at  the 
first  Council  is  "  that  it  need  not  conflict  with  that  primacy  of 
honor  granted  him  by  Christ." 

"Veritas'"  treatment  then  of  Scripture  is  scarcely  admirable. 
Let  us  see  next  how  he  handles  Chrysostom  to  sustain  his  forced 
conclusion.  It  is  a  most  curious  manipulation  indeed.  His  hon- 
esty will  not  suffer  him  to  adopt  the  "audacious  substitution  of 
Peter's  name  for  that  of  James'  "  in  the  Saint's  comment  on  Acts 
XV.  12,  after  the  exami)le  of  Mgr.  Capel  and  "Cleophas,"'  so  he 
shelves  the  comment  m  loco  for  another  which  has  nothing  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  passage.  He  did  not  learn  this  sort  of  expe- 
dient, I  am  confident,  from  Archbishop  Connolly,  of  blessed 
memory.  "Veritas"  says,  "The  words  of  St.  John  Chrysostom 
apply  here,  though  commenting  on  another  discourse  of  St.  Peter^ 
He  then  turns  from  Homily  xxxiii.  on  Acts  xv.  to  Homily  iii.  on 
Acts  i.,  for  a  phrase  which  seems  favorable  to  his  contention  about 
St.  Peter  (we  shall  see  with  what  effect  directly);  but  we  may 
justly  ask,  Why  don't  you  quote  what  Chrysostom  says  on  the 
passage  itself?  Oh  "  Veritas,"  you  must  never  again  talk  about 
"  wily  politicians ;"  you  saw  these  words  in  loco,  and  you  prefer- 
red we  should  be  ignorant  of  them.  '^  James  was  invested  zcith 
the  chief  rule'''  at  the  Council,  and  that  Jamej^  left  the  harsh  speak- 
ing for  Peter  to  do,  ''for  thus  it  behoves  07ie  in  high  authority  to 
leave  7vhat  is  unpleasant  for  others  to  say,  while  he  himself  ap- 
pears more  affable T  '^ 

But  let  us  proceed.  "  Veritas  "  finds  in  Migne's  Patrologia,  at 
Homily  HI.  on  Acts  i,  of  Chrysostom,  these  words  about  Peter: 
"  He  the  first  has  authority  in  the  business  ii.  e.  the  election  of 
Matthias)  etc.,"  ergo  Peter  must  have  exercised  supreme  authority 
at  the  Council  held  eighteen  or  twenty  years  later.  Perhaps  your 
readers  are  clearer  sighted  than  myself,  but  I  can't  follow  this 
reasoning  —  it  seems  to  me  like  asserting  that  St.  Paul's,  London, 
is  the  same  as  St.  Peter's,  Rome,  because  they  both  have  domes; 
so  I  give  it  up  and  pass  on.  I  turn,  however,  out  of  curiosity,  to 
the  citation  in  the  Oxford  Edition  of  the  Library  of  the  Fathers, 


I    , 


1.  Page  46  and  Appendix  (I). 
2.  The  Benedictine  edition  supports  the  Oxford  here,  and  the  words, 
are  "  en  megalee  dunasteia,"  Greek,  "  in  magna  potestate,"  Latin. 


>il 


!  I 


in  high  authority," 


1;  ;.| 


It 

I'll! 


jl    i 


!  !■ 


82 


CatJiolics''  Reply  to  ''Veritas!^ 


and  find  the  words,  "  He  the  first  has  authority  in  the  business," 
rejected  by  the  editors  as  an  interj)olation,  and  tlie  passage  run- 
ning thus:  "  He  (Peter)  asks  for  one  out  of  the  whole  body  (viz., 
"  the  one  hundred  and  twenty),  reasonably  (eikotos)  as  having 
"  been  entrusted  with  their  welfare  (encheiristheis)  for  to  him  Christ 
"said  'and  when  thou  art  converted,  strengthen  thy  brethren.'" 
This  is  very  trying  for  "'  Veritas,"  after  turning  back  thirty  homi- 
lies for  the  much  coveted  word  "authority."    It  is  really  too  cruel. 

Now,  since  "  Veritas  "  has  referred  to  Chrysostom's  comments 
on  Acts  i.  to  sustain  a  contention  depending  on  Acts  xv.,  he  will 
not,  I  trust,  deem  me  more  "wily  than  honest"  if  I  also  quote  a 
little  more  from  the  same  Homily,  "  Observe,"  says  Chrysostom, 
"  how  Peter  does  everything  by  common  consent,  nothing  hnpe- 
rioiisly!'  (The  Benedictine  text  is  fuller  still,  "  nihilquc  cum  anc- 
ioritatc  vcl  cum  impcrio  ")  ;  which  is  a  flat  contradiction  of  that 
auctoritas  interpolated  in  Migne's  edition.  Observe  too,  again, 
what  I  have  already  pointed  out,  how  the  Saint  protests,  as  it 
were,  against  the  then  rising  arrogance  of  Rome  (latter  part  of  the 
4th  century).  Again,  on  Acts  i.  23,  "  And  they  appointed  two, 
Joseph  and  Matthias,"  Chrysostom  is  very  instructive.  "  Not  he 
"  (Peter)  appointed  them,  but  it  was  he  that  introduced  the  propo- 
"  sition  to  that  effect,  at  the  same  time  pointing  out  that  tliis  zvas 
"  not  his  ozmi,  but  from  old  time  by  prophecy ;  so  he  acted  as 
^^  exposito?-,  not  as  preccptorT^  "Veritas"  must  not  appeal  to 
Chrysostom  even  on  Acts  i.  to  support  his  owii  strained  conten- 
tion, for  the  Saint  protests  strongly  against  it. 

"Veritas"  may  be  grateful  if  I  add  that  Migne's  Patrologia 
does  not  rank  high  with  scholars.  The  Rev.  Gerard  Moultrie,''  in 
his  Appendix  to  the  late  Dr.  Neale's  celebrated  "  Essays  on  Lit- 
urgiology  and  Church  History,"''  while  recounting  the  names  and 
services  of  notorious  Gallicans,  like  Montelambert  and  Lacordaire, 
as  the  remaining  hope  of  the  old  school,  approves  (mark  you)  the 
Patrologia  of  the  Abbe  Migne  "  as  opening  out  a  path  which  might 
hereafter  be  followed  with  great  success,"  but  adds,  "poor,  hiwried 
and  meagre  is  the  text,  let  no  one  ever  trust  itT     I  have  learnt 

1.  The  Benedictine  edition  accords  with  this. 
2.  His  death  on  April  25th,  1885,  was  announced  here  since  this  was  written,  as  also  have 
been  the  deaths  of  Cardinal  Schwarzenburg  and  Archbishop  Bourget  since  this  controversy  started. 

3.  P.  484,  London,  iS6j. 
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also  from  a  friend  that  tlie  cheap  later  issues  of  Mij^ne's  work 
have  been  tampered  with  since  Migne's  time,  so  it  is  to  be  feared 
patristic  quotations  will  be  a  good  deal  muddled  in  the  future/ 

It  appears  to  me,  then,  that  Archl)ishoj)  Connolly  was  a  far 
more  accurate  weigher  of  evidence  and  of  the  value  of  authorities 
than  "Veritas,"  and  it  is  the  much  abused  "Catholic"  who  really 
honors  the  memory  of  the  blessed  dead  by  defending  his  com- 
ments on  Acts  XV.  against  the  contradictions  of  his  friend  "  Veri- 
tas." 

As  I  have  before  said  —  If  Peter  had  been  the  Pope  of  the 
Vatican  decrees  he  would  ha\'e  nominated  an  occupant  to  the 
vacant  chair  of  Judas,  in  the  fulness  of  his  own  supreme  Apostolic 
authority,'^  and  I  cannot  do  better  than  apply  once  more  the 
trenchant  saying  of  Stcarne,  "  He  who  can  develope  Papal  abso- 
lutism out  of  Peter's  simple  presidency,  could  develope  a  behemoth 
out  of  a  beemothy 

"Veritas"  next  goes  off  on  Gal.  ii.  11,  on  which  I  quoted  no- 
thing from  Archbishop  Connolly,  so  evidently  he  is  taking  up  the 
cudgels  in  place  of  "Cleophas."  Galatians  1.  and  ii,  are  perilous 
courts  of  appeal  for  Papal  claims,  for  in  them  St.  Paul  protests  that 
he  exercised  his  AposLolic  office  on  the  strength  of  IJivine  revela- 
tion alone,  that  he  obtained  it  neither  from  man  nor  even  through 
ma7i,  that  he  did  not  see  the  original  Apostles  till  years  after  his 
consecration  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  that  when  he  did  meet  them,  even 
the  chief  pillars  among  them  "added  nothing"  to  him,  but  that, 
on  the  contrary,  in  his  rigid  faithfulness  to  his  Master's  cause,  he 
did  not  shrink  from  resisting  even  Peter  to  the  face  on  the  strength 
of  his  own  Divine  commission.  It  is  really  pitiable  to  see  "Veri- 
tas" struggling  to  evacuate  Gal.  ii.  ir  of  its  plain  meaning  and 
force.  If  all  .Scripture  were  to  be  treated  in  this  fashion  we  might 
well  despair  of  knowing  what  to  believe,  and  should,  with  poor 
Arthur  Woolaston  Hutton,  after  six  years  training  at  the  Birming- 
ham Oratory  under  Newman,  make  shipwreck  of  our  faith  and 
join  the  ranks  of  the  Agnostics. 

1.  Since  this  appeared  I  have  been  told  I  misunderstood  his  meaning  —  he  did  not  say  that 
Migne's  text  was  tampered  with,  but  that  Mign.e  himself  was  deceived  into  admitting  many  false 
readings  by  designing  friends.  It  is  a  matter  of  sorrowful  interest  to  learn  that  the  Abbe  Migne 
defrayed  the  cost  of  publishing  his  first  edition  by  money  raised  by  the  farming  of  Masses. 

2.  Letter  IV.,  Part  1,  p.  36. 
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What,  however,  can  "Veritas"  make  of  the  Revised  Version 
here,  the  best  rendering  of  the  passage,  "  But  when  Cephas  came 
"  to  Antioch  I  resisted  him  to  the  face  because  he  stood  con- 
"  demned ;  "  condemned,  that  is,  by  those  very  decrees  he  himself 
had  been  instrumental  in  passing  ? 

The  instances  from  Bishop  Challoner,  in  the  foot  note,*  of  St. 
Paul's  charitable  regard  as  a  Jew  for  Jewish  cuitoms  when  with 
Jews  or  half-Jews,  are  in  no  way  parallel  with  St.  Peter's  offensive 
conduct  towards  the  Gentiles  at  Antioch.  There  seems  to  be  a 
consttmt  strain  among  Roman  Catholic  writers  to  prove  black 
white.  Of  course  it  is  the  system  they  have  to  support  which 
forces  them  to  it.     Happily,  we  are  more  at  liberty. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Editor,  let  me  ask  your  intentions  about 
this  controversy  before  I  go  any  further.  I  am  prepared,  as  I 
said,  for  anything. 

Thanking  you  very  heartily  for  your  space, 

I  remain,  yours  truly. 

Catholic. 

May  iiy  i88s. 


P.  S.  —  Immediately  after  writing  the  above,  the  mail  brought 
me  an  answer  from  England  relative  to  two  statements  of  mine 
called  in  question,  in  no  very  polite  terms,  by  "Cleophas,"  about 
which  I  at  once  made  enquiry  in  a  quarter  where  large  libraries 
are  under  constant  contribution.  It  will  be  seen  that  though  my 
quotations  from  Keenan  and  Veron  were  second-hand,  they  were 
perfectly  accurate.  The  cutting  is  from  the  answers  to  corres- 
pondents in  the  Church  Times  of  May  i,  1885: 

"  We  have  just  collated  two  copies  of  Keenan's  Controversial 
*'  Catechism,  the  first  described  as  the  third  edition,  and  twenty- 
"  first  thousand,  published  by  Marsh  and  Beattie,  Edinburgh,  and 
**  Dolman,  London,  1885.     In  this,  at  page  112  (Chap,  ix.,  'The 

1.  This  was  the  foot  note.  "  Did  not  St.  Paul  on  several  occasions  do  the  like  as  what  is 
"  here  laid  to  St.  Peter's  charge?  that  is,  praciice  the  Jewish  ceremonies.  Did  he  not  circutnsise 
"  Timothy  after  this,  A.  D.  52  (Acts  xvi.  3)?  Did  h*"  at  shave  his  head  in  Cenchrea,  A.  D.  54 
"(Actsxviii.  18)?  Did  he  not  by  theadviceof  St.  james,  A.  D.  s^,/^uri/y  himself  with  the  Jnus 
"  in  the  temple,  not  to  offend  them  ?  (Acts  xxi.  34).  [Extract  from  Bishop  Challoner's  note  in 
"Haydoch's  Douay  Bible,  on  Gal.  ii.  11]. 

According  to  Bishop  Challoner,  then,  it  is  clear  St.  Paul  was  very  inconsistent,  and  deserved 
to  be  withstood  to  the  face  as  condemned  by  the  decrees  of  the  first  Council. 
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"Councils'),  occur  the  words:  *Q.  Must  not  Catholics  believe  the 
"Pope  in  himself  to  be  infallible?'  A.  'This  is  a  Protestant  in- 
"  vention ;  it  is  no  article  of  the  Catholic  faith ;  no  decision  of  his 
"  can  oblige,  under  pain  of  heresy,  unless  it  be  received  and  en- 
" forced  by  the  teaching  body;  that  is,  by  the  Bishops  of  the 
"  Church.'  The  other  copy  is  described  simply  as  '  New  Edition,' 
"  and  bears  no  date.  It  is  issued  by  the  Catholic  Publishing  and 
"  Bookselling  Company,  Limited,  and  omits  the  question  and 
"answer  just  given.  We  have  also  consulted  a  Latin  copy  of 
"Veron,  (Paris,  1768)  not  having  the  English  translation  by 
"  Waterworth  (Birmingham,  1833)  at  hand,  and  give  you  the  fol- 
"  lowing  extracts :  *  Papa,  quocunque  modo  loquens,  etiam  ex  Ca- 
"  thedra,  non  est  universalis  Ecclesia,  ergo  quod  ab  eo  proponitur, 
"  non  proponitur  ab  Ecclesia  universali ;  ergo  non  est  doctrina 
"  Fidei  Catholicae.  Addo,  Conclusionem  hanc  tam  certam  esse  in- 
"  ter  Doctores  omnes,  ut  si  quis  contarium  doceret,  Novator  ipse 
"  foret,  et  Censura  percellendus,  quippe  novi  dogmatis  inventor. 
"  *  *  *  *  Maturius  ergo  procedant  hi  censores,  quorum 
"  censura  censuram  meretur,  quippe  inductiva  novi  dogmatis,  tan- 
"quam  Fide  Catholica  credendi,  quod  nemo  hucusque  statuit, 
"  scilicet,  quod  a  Pontifice  foret,  etiam  ex  cathedrA,  definitum  ex- 
"  tra  Concilium  universale,  esse  de  Fide  Catholicd,  seu  tale  defini- 
"  tum  esse  Fide  Catholica,  et  sub  peccato  haereseos  ab  omnibus 
"  credendum.  Hallucinati  sunt,  et  caecutiendo  in  errorem  pro- 
"  lapsi."  It  would  be  impossible  to  traverse  the  Vatican  degrees 
more  explicitly  than  is  here  done.  The  pages  of  the  edition  of 
Veron  we  cite  are  508  and  510.  The  actual  volume  has  for  title 
Dc  Controversiis  Tractaius  Generates,  Coniracti  per  Adriamim 
et  Petrum  de  Watenburch,  and  to  this  main  book  are  appended, 
with  continuous  pagination,  first  a  Professio  Fidei  CotholiccB,  and 
then  Veron  ii  Regula  Fidei  Catholic ce. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  generality  of  your  readers  I  will  trans- 
late the  Latin  of  Veron. 

"  The  Pope,  however  he  may  speak,  even  ex  cathedrA,  is  not 
"  the  universal  church,  therefore  what  he  promulges  is  not  put 
"  forth  by  the  universal  church,  therefore  it  is  not  a  doctrine  of  the 
•*  Catholic  Faith.  I  add  that  this  conclusion  is  so  certain  among 
"  all  Doctors  (of  the  church)  that  if  any  one  were  to  teach  the 
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contrary  he  would  become  an  Innovator,  and  one  who  ought  to 
be  overwhelmed  with  grave  reproach  as  in  fact  the  inventor  of  a 
new  dogma.  *****  Let  not  these  censors  then  be  in 
too  great  a  hurry,  for  this  censure  deserves  censure.  Their  view 
would  introduce  a  new  dogma  of  belief,  as  if  by  the  Catholic 
Faith,  which  no  one  has  determined  up  to  this  time.  They 
would  have  us  believe  that  what  shall  have  been  defined  by  the 
Pontiff,  provided  it  be  ex  cathedra,  apart  from  a  General  Coun- 
cil is  of  the  Catholic  Faith,  or  that  such  a  thing  had  been  defined 
by  the  Catholic  Faith,  and  so  must  be  believed  by  all  on  pain  of 
heresy." 

"  Such  censors  are  under  strange  delusion,  and  by  shutting  their 
eyes,  have  fallen  headlong  into  error." 
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Page  g. — Janus,  "  The  Pope  and  the  Council,"  says,  page  91 : 
"  Of  all  the  Fathers  who  have  exegetically  explained  Matt.  xvi.  18 
and  John  xxi.  17,  not  a  single  one  applies  them  to  the  Roman 
Bishops  as  Peter's  successors.  How  many  Fathers  have  busied 
themselves  with  these  texts,  yet  not  one  of  them  whose  commen- 
taries we  possess  —  Origen,  Chrysostom,  Hilary,  Augustine,  Cyril, 
Theodoret,  and  those  whose  interpretations  are  collected  in  Cate- 
nas —  has  dropped  the  faintest  hint  that  the  Primacy  of  Rome  is 
the  consequence  of  the  commission  and  promise  to  Peter  !  " 


Page  10.  —  Mahan,  "Ch.  H^st.  of  the  First  Seven  Centuries," 
says  of  Hosius  of  Cordova,  page  380 :  "  He  was  a  favorite  of  Con- 
stantine  from  the  time  of  his  conversion  ;  a  '  sober-minded '  man, 
'  widely  known '  as  such  even  among  those  who  differed  from  him 
in  opinion.  His  dignity  of  character  was  adorned  by  great  wealth; , 
his  wealth  was  ennobled  by  boundless  liberality.  A  confessor  in 
the  great  persecution,  he  had  taken  part  in  numerous  Councils 
since  the  beginning  of  the  century,  and  was  destined  during  his 
long  life  to  have  a  foremost  place  in  many  others.  He  was  famous, 
in  short,  as  Hosius  the  Great ;  a  title  which  he  held  till  the  hun- 
dredth year  of  his  life,  and  which,  though  dimmed  by  his  yielding 
at  last  to  Arian  persecutions,  is  still  accorded  to  him  f^r  his  emi- 
nent services  to  the  cause  of  Truth."  Constantine  selected  this 
great  Prelate  to  investigate  the  Arian  troubles  at  Alexandria,  and, 
if  possible,  to  settle  them.  On  the  failure  of  his  mission,  Constan- 
tine, *'  led,  in  all  probability,"  says  Mahan  (p.  382),  ''by  the  advice 
of  Hosius,  the  great  Council- leader  of  the  age,''  summoned  the 
Council  of  Nice. 

In  a  footnote,  p.  380,  he  says :  "  Eusebius  and  Athanasius  alike 
sound  the  praises  of  Hosius  :  of  all  the  Prelates  at  Nicsea,  he  is 
the  only  one  that  Eusebius  mentions  with  commendation :  of  the 
four  hundred  whom  Athanasius  counted  among  his  allies,  Hosius 
the  Great  is  the  only  one  named."  Euseb.  Vit.  Const,  ii.  63;  iii.  7. 
S.  Athan.  Apolog.  de  Fuga,\i.  703 ;  ad  Solitar,  pp.  827,  837,  842, 
etc.  Athanasius  (ad  Solitar.  Vit.  Agent,  c.  i)  speaks  of  Hosius  as 
being  by  universal  consent  called  "'the  Father  of  Bishops  ^     The 
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honor,  then,  accorded  to  Hosius  of  acting  as  one  of  the  presiding 
Bishops,  and  of  being  the  first  to  sign  the  decrees,  is  sufficiently- 
accounted  for  by  his  great  prominence  in  preceding  Councils,  his 
"  wide  spread  fame,"  his  favor  with  Constantine,  etc.  Euseb.  Vit, 
Constant.^  iii.  7. 

A  writer  in  the  Church  Quarterly  Review ^  Jan.  1880,  p.  504, 
says :  "  The  Council  of  Nice  was  convoked  by  the  Emperor  Con- 
stantine himself,  and  that,  as  it  would  appear,  acting  on  the  advice 
of  his  usual  counsellor  in  ecclesiastical  affairs^  Hosius,  Bishop  of 
Cordova." 

The  same  writer  says  —  with  regard  to  the  Roman  contention, 
that  Hosius  presided  and  signed,  as  a  legate  of  the  Pope  of  Rome  — 
"  This  opinion  rests  on  the  solitary  testimony  of  Gelasius  of  Cyzi- 
cus,  a  writer  of  the  fifth  century  ; "  and  he  then  proceeds  to  prove 
the  worthlessness  of  his  evidence  in  many  important  particulars. 

"Cleophas"  mentions  a  Coptic  MS.  which  supports  Gelasius. 
It  is  probably  not  quite  so  old  as  the  ancient  one  discovered  by 
Zoega,  and  reprinted  in  full  by  Cardinal  Pitra.  {Spicilegium  Soles- 
mense,  vol.  i,  pp.  513-528),  mentioned  in  the  same  article.  In  this 
the  three  earliest  signatures  are  thus  expressed  : 

"  From  Spain,  Hosius,  of  the  city  of  Cordova:  I  believe  thus, 
"  as  is  written  above." 

"  Vito  and  Innocentius,  priests  :  We  have  signed  for  our 
"  Bishop,  who  is  Bishop  of  Rome :  he  believes  thus,  as  is  written 
"  above." 

Clearly,  then,  Hosius  signed  for  himself  and  for  no  one  else. 
Had  he  been  acting  for  the  Pope,  the  fact  would  have  been  re- 
corded. The  two  priest-legates  of  the  Pope,  too,  seem  quite 
unaware  of  any  partner  or  superior  in  their  commission.  This  is 
certainly  the  view  Eusebius,  himself  a  member  of  the  Council, 
took,  since  he  observes  :  "  The  Prelate  of  the  Imperial  City  was 
"  absent  through  old  age,  but  his  Presbyters  were  present,  and 
'^filled  his  placed  Vit.  Const,  iii.  7.  Not  a  word  about  the  Bishop, 
be  it  observea.  The  position  of  their  signatures  certainly  points 
to  the  dignity  of  the  See  they  represent,  yet  too  much  stress  must 
not  be  laid  even  on  this,  since  we  find  that  the  order  of  precedence 
is  not  observed  in  the  subsequent  signatures,  and  the  Bishops  of 
the  Thebaid,  Libya,  Palestine  and  Phoenicia  sign  before  the  Prelate 
of  Antioch,  though  he  ranked  third  of  the  great  Patriarchs,  and 
should  have  signed  next  to  Alexandria. 


C. 

Page  I  J.  —  The  case  of  Honorius'  is  so  "  stubborn  a  fact,  hard 
to  get  over,"  as  "  Veritas  "  says,  that  Roman  apologists  have  been 
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driven  to  many  strange  expedients  to  get  rid  of  it.     (I  condense 
from  Church  Quarterly  Review,  April,  1879,  p.  18): 

1.  Baronius  alleged  the  insertion  of  Honorius'  name  to  be  an 
interpolation  and  forgery.  Driven  from  that  position  by  closer 
enquiry,  it  was  said  — 

2.  Honorius  was  really  orthodox,  and  was  condemned  by  the 
Council  in  error  ;  or  that 

3.  He  was  condemned  only  in  his  capacity  as  a  private  Doctor, 
since  his  letter  to  Sergius  was  not  put  forth  ex  cathedrA  ;  or 

4.  He  was  condemned,  not  for  heresy,  but  for  apathetic  negli- 
gence in  suppressing  the  heresy  of  others. 

Pere  Gratry  has  fully  exposed  the  ludicrous  nature  of  these 
shifts  to  contradict  plain  history.    Letters  to  Dechamps. 

One  or  two  quotations  from  the  Acts  of  the  sixth  Council  will 
best  reveal  what  the  Church  thought  which  condemned  Honorius. 
The  Council  said,  Sess.  xiii. :  **  We,  taking  into  consideration  the 
"  dogmatic  Epistles  which  were  written  by  Sergius,  Patriarch  of 
"  the  Imperial  City  (Constantinople  at  that  time),  both  to  Cyrus, 
"  who  was  the  Bishop  of  Phasis,  and  also  to  Honorius,  Pope  of 
"  Old  Rome,  and  likewise  the  Epistle  in  reply  from  him,  that  is, 
"  Honorious,  to  the  aforesaid  Sergius,  and  finding  them  to  be  in 
"  all  respects  alien  from  Apostolic  doctrine,  and  from  the  defi- 
"  nitions  of  the  Sacred  Synods,  and  of  all  the  Fathers  of  repute, 
"  but  following  the  false  doctrines  of  the  heretics,  we  wholly  reject 
"  thern,  and  pronounce  them  accursed  as  hurtful  to  souls.  '^^  *  * 
"  With  these,  we  have  provided  that  Honorius,  who  was  Pope  of 
"  Old  Rome,  be  cast  out  of  the  Holy  Catholic  Church  of  God,  and 
'^  be  anathematized,  because  we  have  found,  by  the  writings  which 
"  he  addressed  to  Sergius,  that  he  followed  his  opinion  in  all  re- 
"  spects  and  affirmed  his  impious  tenets.^^ 

In  another  place,  after  much  the  same  preamble,  they  anathe- 
matize Honorius :  "  Since  we  find  in  his  letters  to  Sergius  that  he 
"  follows  in  all  respect  his  error,  and  authorises  his  impious  doc- 
'Uriner 

Sess.  XVI. — occur  the  words  "  Anathema  to  Theodore  the  her- 
"  etic,  anathema  to  Sergius  the  heretic,  anathema  to  Cyrus  the 
"  heretic,  anathema  to  Honorius  the  heretic,  anathema  to  Pyrrhus 
"  the  heretic." 

Sess.  XVII. — we  read,  "  But  since  there  has  never,  from  the 
"  beginning,  ceased  to  be  an  inventor  of  evil,  who  found  the  ser- 
"pent  to  help  him,  and  thereby  brought  poisoned  death  on  man- 
"  kind,  and  so  finding  suitable  tools  for  his  own  purpose, — we 
"  mean  Theodorus,  *  *  *  and  also  Honorius,  who  was  Pope 
"of  Old  Rome." 
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These  decrees  were  signed,  without  any  objection  being  raised, 
by  the  legates  of  the  Pope  Agatho,  and  by  all  the  165  Bishops 
present. 

The  anathema  of  Honorius  was  expressly  repeated  in  the  let- 
ter of  the  Council  to  the  Emperor,  and  in  its  other  letter  to  Pope 
Agatho,  both  signed  by  the  Pope's  legates. 

Next,  Leo  II.,  Agatho's  successor,  wrote  to  the  Emperor  on 
May  7,  683  A.  D.,  a  formal  letter  in  which  he  says,  amidst  much 
else  :  "  We  likewise  anathematize  the  inventors  of  the  new  error ; 
**  that  is,  Theodore,  *  *  *  Sergius,  *  *  *  and  also  Honorius,  who 
"  did  not  keep  this  Apostolic  Church  pure  with  the  doctrine  of 
"Apostolic  tradition,  but  endeavoured  to  overthrow  the  unspotted 
^*  faith  by  his  prof ane  betray  aV 

None  of  these,  we  see,  charge  Honorius  with  mere  negligence, 
but  with  positive  error. 

Again,  Leo  II.  renewed  this  anathema  in  his  letter  to  the  Span- 
ish Bishops,  inviting  them  to  accept  synodically  the  decrees  of  the 
Council,  in  which  he  tells  them  that  "  Honorius  is  danmed  to  all 
eternity  r 

Le  Page  Renouf,  a  Roman  writer,  has  drawn  attention  to  a 
fact  which  quite  disposes  of  the  plea  that  the  sixth  Council  con- 
demned Honorius  in  ignorance.  At  the  fourth  session  of  the 
Lateran  Council,  held  only  eleven  years  after  the  death  of  Hono- 
rius (viz.,  A.D.  649),  under  Pope  Martin  I.,  in  a  dogmatic  letter  from 
Paul,  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  (who  was  condemned  as  a 
heretic),  Paul  claimed  Sergius  and  Honorius  as  teaching  the  same 
heresy  as  himself.  Labb6  Cone,  Tom  vi.  col.  227.  Both  Pope 
and  Council  heard  this  read,  and  not  a  word  of  contradiction  was 
offered;  "  a  sure  sign,"  says  Renouf,  "  that  the  cause  of  Honorius 
was  no  longer  held  to  be  defensible." 

Honorius'  name  appeared  in  the  Breviaries  among  the  heretics 
till  the  sixteenth  century :  his  name  was  then  omitted  in  new  edi- 
tions, and  many  of  the  old  manuscript  copies  were  mutilated  with 
a  knife.  That  rather  looks  as  though  the  Ultramontanes  of  those 
days  thought  his  condemnation  made  against  Papal  Infallibility. 
Church  Quarterly  Review,  Vol.  viii.  p.  20. 

It  may  be  well  here  to  observe  that  in  the  most  authoritative 
modern  defence  of  Honorius,  most  of  tlie  old  positions  are  for- 
saken. Pennacchi's  treatise  "  De  Honorii,  etc."  which  appeared 
at  Rome  in  1870,  and  was  sent  to  all  the  Bishops  of  the  Vatican 
Council,  is  fortified  by  two  important  "  tiihil  obstats  "  and  two  "  im- 
primaturs," and  is  moreover  recommended  by  Cardinal  Manning 
to  his  clergy.  Pennacchi,  by  his  admissions,  completely  cuts  away 
the  ground  from  under  the  feet  of  the  majority  of  his  co-apolo- 
gists. He  admits  the  genuineness  of  all  the  documents  once  called 
in  question.    He  admits  that  Honorius  wrote  his  letters  to  Sergius, 


Appendix, 


91 


not  as  a  private  person,  but  as  Pope,  with  all  the  authority  which 
that  position  could  give  him  ;  that  they  were  constantly  appealed 
to  by  Monothelites  in  support  of  their  heresy;  that  Honorius  was 
actually  condemned  and  anathematized  as  a  heretic  by  the  sixth 
Council  in  precisely  the  same  sense  as  the  other  Monothelite  here- 
tics were  condemned.  He  admits  that  the  distinction  between  the 
Pope  speaking  as  Pope  ex  cathedrCi  and  as  a  private  person  is  of 
modern  invention.  He  admits  that  language  occurs  in  the  Epistles 
of  Honorius  which,  had  they  been  ivrittcn  by  a  heretic,  nothing  in 
the  world  could  save  from  being  accounted  undoubtedly  heretical. 
("  Siquidem  si  Epistolae  Honorii,  a  Monothelitis  scriptse  sunt,  ab 
haeresi  excusari  non  possunt " ).  But  he  avoids  the  conclusion  which 
would  naturally  be  drawn  from  this,  by  taking  for  granted  that 
Honorius  was  not  a  heretic,  and  that  therefore  the  language  of  his 
letters  cannot  be  heretical.  Fallacies  and  assumptions,  to  a  very 
large  extent,  do  duty  for  arguments  and  proofs. 
He  attempts  to  establish  three  points : 

1.  That  the  letters  of  Honorius  are  not,  as  a  fact,  heretical,  /.  <?., 
they  are  patient  of  a  Catholic  interpretation. 

2.  That  the  sixth  Council  exceeded  its  powers  in  condemning 
Honorius,  and  that  therefore  the  condemnation  is  null  and  void. 

3.  That  Leo  II.  cordemrled  him,  not  for  heresy,  but  for  negli- 
gence. 

A  remarkable  specimen  of  the  writer's  ability  for  making  lan- 
guage mean  just  what  at  the  moment  he  wishes  it  to  mean,  occurs 
on  p.  164,  where  he  explains  Honorius'  absertion — "We  confess 
one  will  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ"  to  be  equivalent  to  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  two  wills,  only  hi  different  language'"'  In  the  process 
of  saving  Honorius,  the  reputation  of  the  Fathers  of  the  sixth 
Council  and  of  several  Popes,  suffer  considerably.  (See  Willis  on 
Honorius,  Appendix.)  There  is  no  reason,  if  Pennacchi's  line  of 
argument  be  sound,  why  the  rest  of  the  heretics  condemned  with 
Honorius  should  not  be  whitewashed,  or  why  we  should  accept 
the  sentence  of  any  Council  whatever  on  any  heretic  in  the  past, 
and  not  re-open  every  judgment.  The  new  "  Catholic  Dictionary  " 
(so  called)  bearing  the  imprimatur  of  Cardinal  Manning,  treats  the 
case  of  Honorius  much  in  Pennacchi's  fashion.  After  admitting 
the  facts  of  his  condemnation  by  Council,  Papal  Legates,  and 
Popes,  the  author  struggles  to  prove  him  orthodox  (that  the 
Council  in  fact  did  not  know  what  it  was  about)  ;  that  the  Council 
lacked  such  Papal  authority  as  would  make  its  decisions  binding ; 
that  Honorius  was  not  teaching  ex  cathedrd,  because  he  abstained 
from  definitely  imposing  his  own  belief  on  the  Church. 

This  article,  like  Pennacchi's  treatise,  will  doubtless  go  down 
with  those  who  are  anxious  for  some  way  out  of  the  difficulties, 
but  it  cannot  satisfy  thoughtful  persons,  whether  Roman,  Greek, 
or  Anglican. 
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D. 

Page  IS'  —  The  four  British  bishops  were  Vicars  Apostolic  in 
their  respective  districts  in  Scotland,  and  their  names  the  Right 
Rev.  Drs.  Kyle,  Carruthers,  Gillis  and  Murdoch.  The  American 
prelate  was  Archbishop  Hughes. 


E. 

/V?^^  <^<5.— Monsignor  Capel's  "The  Faith  of  Catholics"*  is 
professedly  a  revised  edition  of  a  famous  work  long  had  in 
high  reputation  among  English  Roman  Catholics  —  that  is,  brought 
into  proper  accord  with  moderii  Roman  doctriiie.  The  Saturday 
Review  for  May  2,  1885,  thus  criticises  it : 

"  Monsignor  Capel  is  .a  bold  man.     By  favour  of  the  late  Cardinal  Wise- 
man and  the  author  of  I,othair  he  enjoyed  for  awhile  a  somewhat  prominent 
position,  social  and  ecclesinstical,  in  this  country,  and  was  even  made  Rector 
of  the  so-called  Catholic  University  of  Kensington  ;  an  institution  which,  we 
believe,  numbered  more  professors  than  students  during  its  very  brief  exist- 
ence, but  speedily  attained  under  his  management  to  what  his  present  trans- 
atlantic associates  would  designate  '  almighty  smash.'     And  now,  after  a  period 
of  transient  obscuration,  this  *  bright  occidental  star '  has  risen  again  with 
renovated  radiance  over  that  happy  hunting-ground  of  '  the  men  who  have 
failed '  at  home,  the  United  States  of  America.     Mgr.  Capel  accordingly  comes 
forward  to  offer  to  'the  People  of  the  United  States'  —  with  a  gushing,  or  as 
some  illnatured  critics  might  feel  tempted  to  call  it,  a  fulsome  dedication  —  a 
new  edition  of  the  well-known   Faith  of  Catholics,  in  three  portly  volumes. 
Now  we  must  confess  that  the  first  announcement  of  this  work  considerably 
perplexed  us.    At  the  time  of  the  Vatican  Council  Mgr.  Capel,  who  had  pre- 
viously rather  affected  a  line  of  studied  moderation — out  of  opposition,  some 
people  said,  to  his  Archbishop  —  chose  suddenly  to  pose  as  an  eager  trumpeter 
of  the  new  infallibilist  dogma,  and  he  tells  us,  in  the  very  first  paragraph  of 
his  preface  to  the  reprint  he  has  just  edited,  that  his  great  object  in  publishing 
it  is  to  refute  the  current  —  and  not  perhaps  wholly  unnatural  —  opinion, 
*  that  as  late  as  1854  and  1870  the  dogmas  of  the  Immaculate  Conception  and 
of  the  Infallibility  of  the  Pope  have  been  added  to  the  Creed  of  the  Roman 
Church.'     On  the  contrary,  we  are  assured  that  the  Vatican  Council  in  1870 
has  made  no  further  addition  to  the  original  Revelation  than  the  first  Apos- 
tolic Coimcil  of  Jerusalem  recorded  in  Acts  xv.     And  this  is  to  be  proved  by 
testimonies  of  Councils  and  Fathers  of  the  first  five  centuries  of  the  Church. 
Such  a  body  of  evidence,  we  are  reminded,  was  compiled  early  in  the  present 
century  bv  two  f^nglish  priests,  Messrs.  Berington  and  Kirke,  and  a  later  edi- 
tion was  issued  l)y  the  Jesuit  Father  Waterworth.     Now  it  is  notorious  that 
both  the  origin.) I  compilers  of  this  work  and  its  subsequent  editor.  Father 
Walerv'orth,  were  pronounced  Galileans;   the  latter  is  classed  by  Cardinal 
Newman  in  his  Letter  on  the  Eirenicon  with  such  leading  Gallican  divines  of 
his  day  as  Dr.  Oliver,  Dr.  langard,  and  Mr.  Tierney  —  whom  he  represents  as 
the  legitimate  spokesmen  of  the  English  Roman  Catholic  body  —  and,  if  we 
are  not  mistaken,  Father  Waterworth's  open  avowal  of  his  principles  brought 
him  into  difficulties  with  the  authorities  of  his  Church,  after  the  Ultramontane 

1.  The  Faith  of  Catholics  Confirmed  by  Scripture  and  Attested  by  the  Fathers  of  the  First  Five 
Centuries.  With  Preface  by  Mgr.  Capel,  D.D.,  3  vola.  New  York  and  Cincinuatl :  Pustet  & 
Co.    1885. 
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reaction  fostered  by  the  rank  and  file  of  the  converts  had  set  in  in  England. 
Whether  he  survived  the  Vatican  Council  we  are  not  sure ;  certainly  he  did 
not  long  survive  it,  and  if  he  was  ever  called  on  to  subscribe  the  Infallibilist 
dogma,  it  may  safely  be  assumed  that  he  made  a  very  wry  face  over  it.  That 
either  he  or  Messrs.  Berington  and  Kirke  ever  dreamt  of  such  a  doctrine  be- 
ing included  in  the  Faith  of  Catholics  even  Mgr.  Capel,  though  he  is  a  bold 
man,  does  not  venture  to  assert ;  there  is  indeed  express  proof  to  the  contrary, 
as  will  presently  appear.  Why  then  does  he  republish  it  rather  than  compile 
a  fresh  treatise  of  his  own  in  support  of  his  two  new  dogmas,  which  he  assures 
us  are  not  new  at  all,  but  as  old  as  the  Apostolic  Council  of  JeruHalem?  Partly 
perhaps  from  some  vague  consciousness  that  such  an  attempt  might  overtask 
the  energies  of  a  much  abler  man  than  himself;  partly,  no  doubt,  because  the 
Faith  of  Catholics  has  long  had  a  high  reputalicm  in  the  Anglo-Roman  commu- 
nity as  a  standard,  or  rather  the  standard,  apology  for  their  distinctive  beliefs, 
and  if  it  can  be  so  stretched  and  adapted  as  to  seem  to  cover  the  ancient  novel- 
ties they  are  now  asked  to  include  in  their  creed,  a  great  point  would  be  gained. 
It  is  a  feat  that  reminds  one  of  Peter's  ingenious  manipulation  of  his  father's 
will  in  the  Tale  of  a  Tub.  However,  the  fact  that  there  has  been  a  little  judi- 
cious stretching  and  adaptation  could  not  fail  to  be  so  obvious,  even  '  to  the 
meanest  capacity,'  to  say  nothing  of  the  'quick  intelligence'  of  such  'ardent 
lovers  of  knowledge'  as  the  American  people,  that  the  editor  thought  it  pru- 
dent to  anticipate  an  inevitable  criticism  by  a  partial  confession.  He  tells  us 
in  his  preface,  therefore,  that  Father  Waterworth's  edition  of  the  book  'is  now 
given  to  the  public  with  sundry  corrections,'  though  he  omits  to  specify  what 
they  are.  Moreover,  'there  has  been  added  to  it  a  chapter  from  the  work  of 
the  learned  and  venerated  Bishop  Ullathorne  on  the  Immaculate  Conception, 
and  a  translation  of  the  Fii'st  Dogmatic  Constitution  of  the  General  Council  of 
the  Vatican.'  How  Messrs.  Kirke  and  Berington  would  have  stared  at  these 
novo8  fructus  and  non  sua  poma  pendant  on  their  ancient  tree,  may  be  more 
readily  imagined  than  expressed.  The  apparition  must  be  almost  enough  to 
make  them  turn  in  their  graves. 

"  It  will  then  be  seen  that  the  main  interest  of  this  new  edition  of  the  Faith 
of  Catholics  hinges  on  its  bearing,  real  or  assumed,  on  modern  controversies.  * 
*  *  We  may  confine  ourselves  then  in  such  comments  as  we  have  room  for 
here  to  exposing  the  audacious  tour  de  force  by  which  Mgr.  Capel  endeavors 
to  shelter,  under  the  venerable  names  of  Kirke  and  Berington,  opinions  he  must 
be  perfectly  aware  that  they  neither  advocated  nor  entertained.  Their  purpose,  as 
stated  themselves,  was  to  establish  each  proposition  they  lay  down  on  *  that 
which  in  these  (first)  five  centuries  was  taught  and  believed  —  not  in  one,  but 
in  all ;  not  by  one  Father,  but  by  a  succession  of  them  —  as  the  faith  of  all  the 
Churches ' ;  and  as  this  will  suffice  to  prove  the  Catholic  religion  to  be  Apos- 
tolical, '  the  detluction  of  the  proof  through  a  longer  period  of  time  would 
have  added  nothing  to  the  evidence.'  The  hopelessness  of  establishing  Papal 
Infallibility  by  such  a  process  wrmld  have  been  to  none  more  evident  than  to 
themselves.  Their  final  appeal  is  to  the  authority  not  of  Popes  but  Councils, 
which  on  the  Papal  theory  are  at  least  a  clumsy  superfluity ;  '  when  they 
speak,  their  voice  is  decisive.  They  form  the  representative  body  of  the 
Universal  Church.'  The  writers  of  course  maintain  '  the  primacy  (not  supre- 
macy) of  the  Roman  Bishop  over  all  the  Churches,'  and  they  consider  his 
'  vigilant  superintendence'  one,  but  only  one,  out  of  many  '  moral  causes  of 
the  perpetuity  of  faith.'  They  are  careful  again  to  limit '  the  inerrancy  of  the 
Church '  strictly  to  '  matters  relating  to  faith  only,  and  propounded  as  such,' 
excluding  '  matters  of  fact  not  relating  to  faith,  matters  of  discipline,  of  specu- 
lation, or  of  civil  policy,'  on  which  they  observe  that  '  these  things  are  no  re- 
velations deposited  in  the  Church,  in  regard  of  which  alone  she  has  the  prom- 
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ised  assistance  of  the  Holy  Spirit' ;  a  limitation  utterly  repugnant  to  modern 
Ultramontane  pretensions.  Propositions  XIV.  and  XV.  shall  be  cited  as 
they  stand : — 

•Prop.  XIV. 

'  It  is  no  article  of  the  CathDlie  faith  to  believe  that  the  Pope  is  in  himself  infallible, 
separated  from  the  Church  even  in  exprnindint/  the  faith;  by  eousequeiice,  papal  definitions 
or  decrees,  in  whfUever  Jorm  j>ron()unced,  taken  exclusively  of  a  (ieneral  Council,  on  accept- 
ance by  the  Church,  oblige  none  under  pain  of  heresy  to  interior  aaseni.' 

"  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  this  is  the  direct  and  formal  contradict- 
ory of  the  Vatican  dogma. 

'Prop.  XV. 

•  Nor  do  Catholics,  as  Catholics,  believe  that  the  I'ope  has  any  direct  or  indirect  authority 
over  the  temporal  concerns  of  States  or  the  jurisdiction  of  Princes.  Hence,  should  the  Pope 
pretend  to  absolve,  or  to  dispense  His  Majesty's  sulyects  from  their  allegiance,  on  account  of 
tiereay  or  schism,  such  dispensation  they  would  view  us  frivolous  and  null.' 

"  This  is  a  direct  contradiction  of  the  twenty-third  Proposition  of  the 
Syllabus  and  indirectly  contravenes  several  others.  And  now  we  are  in  a 
position  to  gauge  the  value  of  Mgr.  Capel's  truly  marvellotis  assertion  that 
'the  extracts  given  in  the  chapters,  "The  Primacy  of  8t.  Peter,"  and  "The 
Primacy  of  the  Successors  of  St.  Peter,"  ftilly  uphold  this  [V^atican]  decision.' 
He  shows  his  discretion  certainly  in  not  undertaking  to  cite  any  fresh  extracts 
for  his  purpose,  for  the  merest  tyro  in  Church  history  knows  that  a  passage  in 
favour  of  Papal  Infallibility  professing  to  come  from  any  Council  or  Father 
of  the  first  five  centuries  would  at  once  betray  itself  as  a  self-evident  anach- 
ronism. But  a  writer  must  be  allowed  to  have  the  courage  of  what  we  must 
charitably  presume  to  be  his  opinion,  when  he  gravely  refers  his  readers  for 
the  proof  of  Papal  Infallibility  to  a  collection  of  extracts  put  together  for  a 
wholly  different  purpose  by  compilers  who,  on  the  strength  of  those  same  authorities, 
expressly  repudiate  it.  They  have  placed  at  the  close  of  these  same  two  chap- 
ters, on  the  Primacy  of  St.  Peter  and  of  his  Successors,  which  according  to 
Mgr.  Capel  'fully  u|)hold '  Papal  Infallibility,  and  as  apart  of  a  summary 
of  their  contents,  the  proposition  qtioted  just  now,  declaring  it  to  be  'no 
article  of  Catholic  faith.'  It  is  open  to  him  of  course,  if  he  pleases,  to  argue 
for  the  doctrine  (m  other  grounds,  but  to  base  it  on  testimonies  of  the  first  five 
centuries,  a  thousand  years  before  it  was  ever  heard  of,  cited  in  the  very  work 
he  is  editing  partly  with  the  avowed  object  of  disproving  it,  can  only  be  re- 
garded as  a  very  simple  or  a  very  sul)tle  application  of  the  principle  of 
contraries.  There  is  a  river  in  Monmouth  and  a  river  in  Macedon,  and 
Papal  Primacy  and  Papal  Infallibility  both  have  to  do  with  the  Pope;  ergo 
to  prove  his  primacy  is  to  i)rove  his  infallibility.  Q.  E.  D.  To  be  sure, 
Berington  and  Kirke  did  not  go  qtiite  so  far  as  Archbishop  Hamilton,  the 
last  Roman  Catholic  Primate  of  Scotland  and  Papal  Legate,  whose  elaborate 
and  extremely  interesting  Catechism  —  going  over  much  the  same  ground  as 
the  Tridentine  Catechisnms  ad  Parochos — has  just  been  republished  with  a 
preface  by  Mr.  Gladstone.  For  not  only  does  he  make  no  single  mention  of 
the  Pope  from  beginning  to  end  of  what  professes  to  be  a  minute  and  detailed 
exposition  of  Catholic  doctrine,  but  he  concludes  a  long  chapter  on  the  rights 
and  functions  of  bishops  and  priests  with  the  significant  remark  that,  '  as  for 
other  orders  and  dignities  of  the  Church,  we  think  them  not  necessary  to  be 
expounded  to  you,  because  the  knowledge  of  them  makes  not  much  to  your 
edification.'  The  Faith  of  Catholics,  as  we  have  seen,  does  include  a  recog- 
nition of  Papal  Primacy,  but  mentions  Papal  Infallibility  only  to  reject  it. 
Yet  this  is  the  work  deliberately  presented  to  '  the  people  of  the  United 
States,'  in  order  to  convince  them  of  the  doctrine  it  neither  proves  nor  admits. 
Mgr.  Capel  must  after  all  have  formed  a  rather  poor  opinion  of  theiy  '  quick 
intelligence,'  if  he  seriously  expects  them  to  swallow  so  portentous  a  para- 
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dox  ;  and  if  he  has  managed  to  swallow  it  himself,  the  less  said  of  his  own 
*(iuick  intelligence'  the  better.  To  append  to  such  a  work  a  translation  of 
the  Vatican  decrees  betrays,  to  say  the  least,  a  defective  sense  of  humor.  To 
all  classical  scholars  it  must  inevitably  recall  the  famous  lloratian  adage  — 
probably  not  familiar  to  the  editor  —  of  the  too  ambitious  painter  who  sur- 
mounted a  human  body  with  a  horse's  neck.  We  have  no  intention  of 
entering  on  a  controversial  discussion  of  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility. 
But  we  may  venture  to  recommend  to  Mgr.  Capel's  notice,  before  he  again 
volunteers  his  services  as  a  Vatican  apologist,  a  treatise  on  the  Pontifical 
Dccreea  against  the  Doctrine  of  the  Earth's  Moreineitt  and  the  Ultramontane 
Defence  of  them,  just  republished  with  a  new  and  very  instructive  Intro- 
duction by  its  author,  the  Kev.  W.  Roberts,  formerly  'a  Priest  of  t!ie  Pro- 
vince of  Westminster,'  and  who  has  not,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  renotmced 
his  orders  or  his  creed.  It  proves  to  demonstration,  for  all  who  can  appre- 
hend that  two  and  two  make  four,  how  fatally  Papal  Infallibility  committed 
itself  through  and  through  in  the  sixteenth  century,  by  the  formal  condem- 
nation of  Galileo's  *  heresy,'  that  the  Earth  moves  round  the  Sun,  to  the 
proposition  that  the  Corpernican  astronomy  —  which  no  Roman  Catholic  now 
dreams  of  disputing  —  'is  absurd,  philosophically  false,  and  formally  heretical, 
because  it  is  expressly  contrary  to  Holy  Scripture.'  Whether  Papal  Infalli- 
bility is  true  in  any  sense  or  in  no  sense,  is  a  problem  we  may  be  content  td 
leave  to  the  ingenuity  of  theological  experts;  that,  if  it  be  true  in  any  but 
the  most  highly  sublimated  and  *  non-natural '  sense,  the  annual  rotation  of 
the  earth  is  a  scientific  falsehood  and  a  doctrinal  heresy,  is  a  point  not  open 
to  reasonable  dispute.  But  the  courage  which  essays  to  detect  proof  of  the 
Vatican  dogma  in  a  work  compiled  to  prove  inter  alia  that  '  it  is  no  article  of 
Catholic  faith,'  may  perhaps  prove  equal  to  the  ettbrt  of  discovering  a  fresh 
confirmation  of  it  in  the  circumstance  that,  on  a  question  of  world-wide 
interest  and  notoriety,  papal  inerrancy  was  convicted  of  a  very  grave 
mistake." 


■  F. —     V?^^  48. 

From  Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities,  Vol.  I.  p.  665.  The 
title  "father  of  fathers"  was  sometimes  assigned  to  eminent 
bishops.  In  one  place  it  is  given  to  the  Apostle  Paul  {quaest.  ad 
Orthodox,  c.  119,  apud  Justin  Mart,  opp.)  Athanasius  {ad  Solitar. 
Vit.  Agent,  c.  i),  speaks  of  Hosius  as  being  by  universal  consent 
called  the  "father  of  bishops."  Gregory  Nazianzen  {Orat.  19; 
De  Funeb :  Patr.  §  44),  says  that  his  lather  was  called  "  the  father 
of  all  bishops."  Gregory  the  Great  {Epist.  vi.),  addresses  Lupres 
of  Troyes  as  "father  of  fathers,  bishop  of  bishops."  In  a  letter 
from  the  African  bishops  which  was  read  at  the  ist  Lateran  Coun- 
cil, at  the  close  of  the  Episde,  Theodore,  Bishop  of  Rome,  is  styled 
"father  of  fathers."  In  a  letter  read  at  the  6th  Council  of  Con- 
stantinople (Act  13),  Sergius  is  addressed  in  the  same  manner.  At 
the  2nd  Council  of  Nice,  A.D.  787  (Act  6).  Gregory  Nyssen  is 
said  to  have  been  called  "father  of  fathers"  by  universal  consent. 
See  also  what  St.  Cyprian,  Bishop  of  Carthage,  says  of  himself. 
Appendix  I. 
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.      G. 

Quotations  referred  to  on  page  48. 

A.  D.  325.     Constantine's  letter  to  the  Church  of  Alexandria. 

Socrates  i.  9.  "By  the  suggestion  of  God  I  summoned  to 
Nicaea  most  of  the  bishops,  with  whom  I  myself  also,  who  am  but 
one  of  you.  and  who  rejoice  exceedingly  in  being  your  fellow 
servant,  undertook  the  investigation  of  the  truth." 

A.  D.  325.     Synodical  letter  of  the  Council  of  Nice. 

Socrates  i,  9.  "  Since  by  the  grace  of  God,  and  the  favored- 
of-God  King  Constantine,  collecting  us  from  different  cities  and 
provinces,  the  great  and  holy  Synod  was  celebrated  at  Nice." 

Socrates  i.  8.,  says  '*  When  therefore  the  Emperor  beheld  the 
Church  unsettled  by  both  these  causes  (/.  e.  Arianism  and  the 
Easter  question)  he  convoked  a  General  Council,  summoning  all 
the  bishops  by  letter  to  meet  him  at  Nice." 

After  naming  the  celebrities  present,  and  the  names  of  their 
various  countries,  he  adds:  "Such  a  crown,  composed  as  a  bond 
of  peace,  the  Emperor  Constantine  alone  has  ever  dedicated  to 
Christ  his  Saviour,  as  a  thank-offering  worthy  of  God  for  victory 
over  his  enemies,  having  appointed  this  convocation  among  us  in 
imitation  of  the  apostolic  assembly," 

Sozomen  i,  17.  "Constantine  jailed  together  a  Synod  at  Nice 
in  Bithynia  and  wrote  to  the  superintendents  of  the  Churches  in 
every  country,  directing  them  to  be  there  on  an  appointed  day," 

His  (the  Emperor's)  hopes  were  frustrated  by  the  result  of  this 
undertaking  {i.  <?.,  the  mission  of  Hosius  to  Alexandria), 

Theodoret  i,  7,  "  He  therefore  proceeded  to  summon  the  cele- 
brated Council  of  Nice." 

A,  D,  375.  Epiphanius,  who  was  born  about  310,  and  was 
therefore  alive  when  the  Council  of  Nice  was  held,  in  his  book  on 
Heresies  (Ixix.  §  11)  writes:  "When  those  things  were  finished, 
the  Emperor,  taking  care  for  the  Church,  summoned  the  CEcu- 
menical  Synod  of  318  bishops,  whose  names  are  still  preserved," 
A,  D.  553,  Council  of  Constantinople  II. :  General  V.,  Collat,  I. 
In  a  tract  by  the  Emperor  Justinian,  read  before  the  Council  and 
approved  by  the  Bishops,  "  Wherefore  Constantine,  of  pious 
memory,  when  Arius  was  blaspheming,  congregated  at  Nice 
from  different  dioceses  318  fathers."  —  Labbe,  tom.  v.,  col,  419, 

But  not  only  did  the  Emperor  Constantine  summon  the 
Council  of  Nice,  it  was  he  who  opened  the  solemn  session  of  the 
Council  in  person,  Constantine  acted  as  honorarj'^  president  at 
first,  and  then  ceded  his  place  to  the  ecclesiastical  presidents 
(Euseb,  Vit.  Const,  iii,,  12,  13),  Accordingly,  Pope  Stephen  V. 
speaks  of  the  Emperor  as  having  in  feet  presided  at  Nice 
(Hardouin,  v.  11 19).  And  so  Socrates  (i.  8)  speaks  of  Bishops 
handing  in  to  him  accusations  against  one  another,  which  he 
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caused  to  be  burnt,  after  exhorting  them  to  peace  and  love.  He 
tells  us  that  the  Emperor  listei.ed  attentively  to  the  debates,  ex- 
pressed his  opinion  on  what  was  advanced,  and  tried  by  fair  judg- 
ment, mildness,  and  affability  to  secure  concord.  Theodoret  (i.  7) 
tells  us  that  Eustathius  of  Antioch  was  the  first  prelate  to  speak 
in  the  Council. 

With  regard  to  the  representatives  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  we 
have  the  following  testimony  : 

Socrates  (i.  8).  "  The  prelate  of  the  Imperial  City  was  absent 
through  age ;  but  his  presbyters  were  present  and  filled  his  place." 

Sozomen  (i.  17)  bears  exacdy  the  same  testimony,  but  men- 
tions the  names  of  \\\^  presbyters  "  Vito  and  Vicentius." 

Theodoret  (i.  7).  "The  Bishop  of  Rome,  on  account  of  his 
very  advanced  age,  was  necessarily  absent,  but  he  sent  two  pres- 
byters to  the  Council,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  part  in  all  the 
transactions." 

The  testimony  of  Eusebius,  exactly  to  the  same  effect,  has  been 
already  given.    Appendix  B. 

None  of  these  earliest  Church  historians  then  say  a  word  about 
a  Bishop-representative  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome. 

Now,  the  fact  that  the  Bishop  of  Rome  ?,enX.  presbyters  to  Nice 
as  his  representatives,  shows  clearly  that  at  that  time  the  Pope  had 
no  such  control  or  superiority  over  any  other  Bishop  as  to  em- 
power him  to  send  a  man  of  that  rank  as  his  mere  envoy,  for  it 
cannot  be  supposed  for  one  moment  that  Pope  Sylvester  wished, 
even  had  he  dared,  to  cast  any  slight  on  the  Emperor  or  on  the 
Council,  by  sending  delegates  of  inferior  rank  to  sit  and  vote  with 
their  ecclesiastical  superiors  on  a  footing  of  equality.  All  Bishops, 
however  obscure  their  Sees  or  their  persons,  were,  for  Synodal 
purposes,  his  colleagues  and  equals  in  power,  though  inferior  in 
rank  of  precedence  and  in  general  influence. 

Lastly,  as  regards  the  formal  confirmation  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Council,  this  too  was  the  work  of  Constantine  alone,  and  no  hint 
of  any  special  share  in  the  transaction  being  allotted  to  the  Pope 
apears  in  ancient  records.  — (Euseb.  Vit.  Co7ist.  m.  17-19;  Socrat. 
H,  E.  1-9.)  It  is  the  Emperor,  too,  who  writes  to  the  Churches 
and  Bishops  to  enforce  the  decrees  to  improve  or  erect  Churches, 
and  to  impose  penalties  for  fostering  Arianism. —  See  his  five  let- 
ters in  Socrates  (1-9),  and  Church  Quarterly  Review,  IX.  505-7. 

At  no  time  in  her  history  can  it  be  said  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land that  a  king  acted  so  prominent  a  part  in  her  purely  Theo- 
logical affairs  as  Constantine  did  at  the  greatest  of  all  the  Coun- 
cils of  the  Church.  It  did  not  un-church  her,  but  rather  fulfilled 
the  ancient  prophesy :  "  Kings  shall  be  thy  nursing  fathers." 
Isaiah  49,  23. 
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In  saying  this,  one  is  far  from  contending  that  the  Imperial 
sway  was  altog^ether  a  blessing  to  the  Church  —  it  was,  we  know, 
far  otherwise  m  a  very  short  time,  and  soon  brought  worldliness 
into  and  disaster  upon  the  Church  through  power  abused.  More- 
over it  was  used  even  by  Constantine  the  Great  himself  to  foster 
Arianism  and  persecute  Athanasius.  Still  it  did  not  un-church  her 
as  Romanists  contend  the  prorninence  of  English  princes  in 
Church  affairs  has  un-churched  the  Church  of  England. 


H.  —  Page  50. 

A  writer  in  the  Church  Qtiarterly  Review  for  April,  1885, 
on  "  The  Failure  of  Vaticanism  "  says  of  the  Roman  Mission  in 
England  (p.  i64'> :  "A  lavish  increase  of  clerical  plant,  both  in 
staff  and  buildings,  (Continues  to  be  made  year  by  year,"  *  *  *  * 
this  is  the  case  "  even  in  neighbourhoods  where  there  is  no  present 
demand  for  them,  on  the  same  principle  as  railways  are  made  in 
the  United  States,  through  uninhabited  regions,  in  the  hope  that 
they  may  draw  settlers."  Timorous  persons  are  apt  to  see  in  this 
a  sign  of  achieved  successes  —  but  they  wrongly  judge.  Not  only 
do  statistics  prove  it  a  sham,  but  it  is  confessed  to  be  so  by  a 
Roman  Catholic  peer,  Lord  Braye,  who  has  been  sharply  rebuked 
by  the  Tablet  for  his  imprudent  admissions.  "  Is  there  any  re- 
ligious body  in  the  country,"  says  he,  "where  so  much  fine  energy 
is  wasted  ?  Learned  priests  without  any  one  to  buy  their  learned 
books ;  aged  professors  with  two  pupils  apiece ;  a  dozen  large 
colleges,  when  one  public  school  would  be  sufficient;  dioceses 
with  scarce  a  parish  priest  to  a  county.  What  is  the  use,  under 
these  foggy  circumstances,  of  building  great  churches  in  a  place 
where  you  hardly  get  a  server  for  Mass  ?  *  *  *  *  We  are  a  small 
body,  and  poor.  A  convert  from  the  middle  class  is  unknown." — 
The  Present  State  of  the  Church  in  England,  by  Lord  Braye, 
London,  1884.  See  also  Mgr.  Capel's  admission,  Letter  IV., 
Part  3. 


I.  —  Page  46. 

'.  Capel,  on  p.  30  of  his  pamphlet  on  the  tide  "  Catholic," 
m  ,  ,s  St.  Cyprian  as  saying  :  "  He  who  holds  not  this  unity  of 
the  Church,  does  he  think  that  he  holds  the  Faith?  He  who 
strives  against  and  resists  the  Church,  he  ivho  abandons  the  Chair 
of  Peter,  upon  ivhom  the  Church  wu^  founded,  does  he  feel  confi- 
dent that  he  is  the  Church  ?  "  The  italicized  words  are  one  of  the 
almost  innumerable  interpolations  and  forgeries  of  all  sorts  by 
which  Roman  parti zans  have  attempted  to  make  the  ancient  wit- 
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nesses  lisp  the  modern  shibboleth.  —  vSee  Baluze's  note  in  Bene- 
dictine edition.    Mgr.  Capel  reviewed  by  Rev.  J.  H.  Hopkins,  p.  41. 

Mgr.  Capel,  in  his  Rejoinder  to  Hopkins,  p.  48,  writes  :  "  St. 
Cyprian,  writing  to  the  Pope  St.  Cornelius,  says,  — '  For  this  has 
been  the  very  source  whence  heresies  and  schisms  have  taken 
their  rise,  that  obedience  is  not  paid  to  the  priest  of  God,  nor  do 
they  reflect  that  there  is  for  the  time  one  High  Priest  in  the 
Church,  and  one  judge  for  the  time  in  Christ's  stead ;  whom  if 

THE   WHOLE   BROTHERHOOD   WOULD   OBEY   ACCORDING   TO  THE 

Divine  injunctions,  no  one  would  stir  in  anything  against  the 
College  of  Prelates." — Ep.  lix.  6. 

The  italics,  and  especially  the  small  capitals,  show  the  high 
value  and  authority  which  Monsignor  attaches  to  these  words. 
He  has  taken  it  at  second  hand,  as  so  many  others  have  done 
before  him,  and  doubtless  in  good  faith  has  applied  St.  Cyprian's 
remarks  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  But  when  one  refers  to  the 
original,  dne  finds  that  St.  Cyprian,  Bishop  of  Carthage,  is  actually 
speaking  of  himself,  and  of  the  consequences  of  anywhere  setting 
up  in  a  See  a  schismatical  bishop  against  the  true  one ! 

"  This  is  amusing  enough  !  "  says  Dr.  Hopkins.  But  if  those 
words  vteafit  the  modern  Papal  idea  when  they  were  thought  to 
be  spoken  of  the  Pope,  why  not  let  them  mean  the  same  thing  — 
for  surely  the  same  words  ought  to  mean  the  same  thing  —  when 
spoken  of  St.  Cyprian  ?  Then  we  should  have  a  clear  testimony 
that  the  Bishop  of  Carthage  was  the  "  one  High  Priest,"  the  "  one 
Judge  in  Christ's  stead,"  whom  the  whole  brotherhood  "  must 
obey  according  to  the  Divine  injunctions ; "  we  should  have  to  con- 
fess the  Bishop  of  Carthage  Pope  at  that  time,  in  place  of  the 
Bishop  of  Rome. 

This  criticism  is  summarized  from  Dr.  Hopkins'  Rejoinder  to 
Mgr.  Capel  in  7^he  American  Church  Review  for  January,  1885, 
p.  214. 

"  Cleophas  "  must  in  future  be  careful  to  verify  his  quotations 
drawn  from  Mgr.  Capel's  books. 


K.  — Pagers. 

Whether  or  not  it  be  due  to  some  general  order,  the  habit  of 
romancing  about  their  Church  is  growing  among  Roman  Catho- 
lics. Occasionally  we  meet  with  minds  too  honest  to  be  content 
with  a  fools'  paradise,  and  who  will  not  obey  the  order  to  conceal 
the  real  state  of  things.  Two  important  revelations  have  lately 
issued  from  the  press  of  France  and  Italy,  from  devout  Roman 
Catholic  Priests  —  the  French  Abb^  Roca  and  C.  M.  Curci.  The 
latter  has  been  already  mentioned  in  my  letters. 
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Both  writers  assert  that  the  civil  society,  against  which  the 
Vatican  has  declared  war,  is  more  moral,  more  religious,  more 
interpenetrated  with  Christian  ideas  and  governed  by  Christian 
maxims  than  the  Vaticanist  Church  itself,  although  fully  admitting 
that  those  who  are  so  influenced  by  Christianity  are  often  unaware 
of  it,  and  recognize  not  the  source  of  the  principles  on  which  they 
act.  The  Abb6  Roca  has  travelled  much,  and  has  laid  before  the 
Pope  and  the  Roman  Catholic  world  at  large,  the  results  of  labo- 
riously collected  facts  during  an  enquiry  extending  over  fourteen 
years  amongst  the  Roman  Catholics  of  Europe  and  America.  He 
says  that  although  the  Latin  Church  claims  two  hundred  millions 
of  adherents,  that  number,  even  were  it  not  grossly  exaggerated^ 
is  most  unsatisfactory,  being  but  one-seventh  of  the  population  of 
the  earth ;  while  in  mere  honesty,  the  younger  generations  hi  all 
the  Latin  countries  who  are  rushing  out  of  the  Church,  and  are  at 
open  war  with  the  Vatican,  even  in  Rome  itself,  should  be  left  out 
of  the  reckoning.  Everywhere  he  has  seen  the  same  marks  of 
religious  decay  and  degeneration,  and,  quoting  the  words  of  a  dis- 
tinguished orator,  "  Through  our  fault,  half  the  Church  is  leaving 
the  Church  at  this  moment,"  he  adds,  that  the  truth  is,  that  not 
one-half,  but  nine-tenths  of  all  Catholics  are  hastening  away  from 
Rome,  never  to  return  till  reform  has  come.  "  If  Ultramontanism 
were  the  only  true  form  of  religion,  one  would  have  to  say  that 
the  whole  world  —  that  is,  the  world  of  thought  and  movement  — 
is  plunging  into  apostacy."  *  *  *  The  only  remedies  forth- 
coming are  thunders  and  the  Syllabus,  charges  and  allocutions, 
Peter's  pence  and  pilgrimages.  Sacred  Hearts  and  Madonnas, 
jubilees  and  novenas, — all  utterly  useless. 

He  appeals  to  Leo  XHL  for  relief  Failing  that,  he  expresses 
his  belief  that  in  another  fifty  years  there  will  be  no  Roman 
Catholics  left  except  intellectual  Cretins,  or  persons  blinded  by 
guilty  self-interest.  Such  sentiments,  he  declares,  are  held  by  very 
many  who  are  terrorized  into  silence ;  nay,  in  the  Congregation 
of  the  Index  itself,  there  are  several  Prelates  who  think  as  he 
does.     Amongst  the  reforms  he  suggests,  are  — 

1.  A  far  less  sensuous  ceremonial  of  the  Church, 

2.  The  abolition  of  such  frauds  as  La  Salette  and  Lourdes. 
At  the  former  place,  he  tells  us,  he  was  himself  at  one  time  de- 
ceived, with  five  hundred  others,  into  proclaiming  a  mirac'  'hich 
afterwards  proved  to  be  a  swindle. 

3.  Better  discipline  of  clerical  morals. 

"  I  say  nothing  of  our  celibacy,"  he  remarks,  "  which  has  be- 
come universally  ridiculous."  He  thinks  that  even  where  the 
clergy  are  living  correct  lives,  their  characters  suffer  from  being 
isolated  from  the  sacred  shrine  of  family  life.     **  Priestly  mar- 
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riage,"  he  says,  "  is  the  only  remedy  for  all  these  evils,  and  that 
without  prejudice  to  the  true  voluntary  celibates,  who  are  the 
flower  of  the  clergy."  He  adds  the  significant  remark,  that  nine- 
tenths  of  the  clerics  in  penal  servitude  at  Brest  and  Toulon  have 
found  their  way  thither  in  consequence  of  the  working  of  the  law 
of  compulsory  celibacy. 

4.  He  advocates  the  abolition  of  the  Jesuits  and  of  the  Mendi- 
cant Orders,  and  the  training  of  the  poor  in  cleanly  ways.  He 
says,  that  from  personal  experience  he  has  observed,  all  the  world 
over,  when  you  come  to  a  town  with  a  population  partly  Roman 
Catholic  and  partly  Protestant,  you  can  always  tell  the  former 
districts  at  once  by  their  dirt,  though  dirt  is  contrary  to  the  spirit 
of  both  Old  and  New  Testaments. 

5.  He  speaks  of  the  evils  wrought  by  withholding  the  Scrip- 
tures from  the  laity,  and  of  the  absence  of  the  Gospel  spirit  in  the 
sermons  and  other  instructions  offered  by  the  clergy. 

He  charges  the  whole  Latin  Church  with  having  chanted  the 
"  glad  tidings  "  of  the  Gospel  to  men  on  the  notes  of  the  De  Pro- 
fundis  and  the  Dies  Ircz,  by  the  glare  of  funeral  torches  and  the 
flames  of  autos-da-fe;  turning  the  Christian  Hfe  into  death  and 
Paradise  into  a  place  of  sorrow  and  wailing  unspeakable.  He 
makes  an  earnest  protest  against  the  current  theory  of  saintliness 
in  the  Latin  Church,  which  he  truly  says  is  more  allied  to  the 
nirvana  of  Buddhism  than  to  the  active  virtues  of  the  Gospel,  and 
he  complains  that  it  produce^  an  emasculate  paganism  sanctified 
with  holy  water  and  the  scapular,  rears  devotees  more  like  auto- 
mata than  living  men,  and  that  is  all.  Then  he  draws  a  remark- 
able contrast  between  the  Bible  nations,  as  he  calls  them,  and  the 
nations  of  the  Vatican.  In  the  last  'Century,  the  Anglo-Saxons 
were  a  race  of  twelve  millions.  They  have  now  230,000,000  of 
subjects,  and  own  one-third  of  the  earth.  The  United  States,  no 
more  important  not  long  ago  than  Greece  is  now,  count  their  fifty 
millions  already;  r>.nd  expect  to  have  three  times  that  number  in  a 
century.  Prussia,  the  Michigan  of  Europe,  has  become  the  first 
military  power  in  the  world,  and  that  at  the  cost  of  Ultramontan- 
ism.  On  the  other  hand,  the  mighty  Empire  of  Spain  has  sunk  to 
the  lowest  place,  and,  as  an  indignant  Spaniard  cried,  "  The  Inqui- 
sition, the  monks  and  the  priests  have  made  it  the  Turkey  of  the 
West."  France  has  lost  her  splendid  American  and  Indian  pos- 
sessions, and  for  her  fair  Rhine  provinces  has  got  in  exchange  the 
barren  rocks  of  Savoy  and  the  sandy  plains  of  Algiers.  Austria 
has  become  the  vassal  of  Prussia ;  and  everywhere  the  races  which 
have  accepted  Ultramontanism  are  the  servants  of  those  which 
have  rejected  it. 

Fr.  Curci's  survey  is  restricted  to  Italy.  He  points  to  the  wide 
divorce  between  the  Italian  nation  and  the  Church,  the  fatal  indif- 
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ference  to  religion  wiiich  prevails  even  among  ''  practising  Catho- 
lics," the  degraded  and  Pagan  type  of  such  popular  beliefs  and 
cults  as  do  hold  their  ground,  the  crass  ignorance  and  low  moral 
tone  of  the  mass  of  the  clergy.  Like  the  AbbC  Roca,  Fr.  Curci 
considers  the  modern  civilization  with  which  the  Vatican  is  at  war 
to  be  fundamentally  Christian,  and  the  Vatican  to  be  the  enemy 
of  Christianity  itself  in  its  attempts  to  suppress  it,  as  it  resisted 
earlier  improvements.  A  false  semblance  of  unity  is  maintained, 
he  tells  us,  by  means  of  an  organized  terrorism  brought  to  bear 
on  every  Catholic,  and  especially  every  ecclesiastic,  who  ventures 
to  speak  his  mind  upon  all  these  evils,  but  who  in  doing  so  virtu- 
ally dooms  himself  to  temporal  ruin.  After  supplying  proof  of 
the  disasters  wrought  by  the  law  of  clerical  celibacy  (making  the 
state  of  morals  as  bad  as  they  were  when  the  Committee  of  Car- 
dinals presented  their  terrible  report  to  Paul  III.  in  1538),  Fr. 
Curci  suggests  that  for  the  honor  of  God  and  the  good  of  souls, 
it  would  be  well  for  the  Church  to  make  priestly  marriage  per- 
missible. It  would  be  better,  he  says,  to  preserve  the  jewel  of 
purity,  set  as  it  were  in  silver,  than,  while  boasting  that  it  is 
mounted  in  gold,  to  let  it  drop  into  the  mire. 

The  above  remarks  are  either  extracted  or  condensed  from  an 
able  article  in  the  Church  Quarterly  Reviezv,  London,  April,  1885, 
entitled  "  The  Failure  of  Vaticanism,"  which  should  be  widely 
read  by  all  who  are  interested  in  the  religious  state  of  the  world. 


'L.  —  PageS9' 

Things  were  not  much  better  in  England  about  that  time.  In 
the  latter  half  of  the  fifteenth  century  Archbishop  Bourchier,  of 
Canterbury,  attempted  some  reform,  and  issued  a  commission  for 
inquiring  into  the  state  of  the  morals  and  conduct  of  the  clergy. 
An  appalling  picture  is  given  us  in  Wilkins  of  clerical  life  in  the 
Province.  "  Regulars  had  thrown  off  the  habit  of  their  order  and 
"  wore  secular  dress.  Parish  priests  wandered  loose  and  dissolute 
"  through  the  Kingdom,  giving  themselves  up  to  drinking  bouts, 
"  fornications,  adulteries  and  other  crimes,  leaving  all  care  of  their 
"  benefices,  the  buildings  of  which  fell  into  dilapidation.  *  *  *  * 
"  The  younger  clergy  affected  a  foppish  costume,  with  a  sword 
**  and  dagger  dangling  on  one  side,  and  an  embroidered  purse 
"  hanging  from  a  gilt  girdle  on  the  other.  They  wore  *  bolsters,' 
"  doublets,  and  boots  with  pointed  toes.  They  indulged  in  revel- 
"  lings  and  drunkenness."  Such  were  the  charges  made  by  the 
Primate  against  the  clergy  of  his  province.  —  Church  Quarterly 
Review y  April,  1884,  p.  179. 


Appendix. 


103 


Gascoigne,  an  English  priest  of  the  fifteenth  century,  and 
Chancellor  of  Oxford,  reveals  the  same  state  of  things  in  his 
Theological  Dtclzoftary  —  selected  passages  from  which  were 
given  us  from  Oxford  in  1881.  Protesting  against  Papal  indul- 
gences, he  writes,  "  The  men  of  our  day  say  we  need  not  be  careful 
"  against  any  sin,  for  if  we  sin  we  have  no  cause  to  fear,  because 
"  Rome  is  at  our  door,  and  very  easily  and  quickly  shall  we  get 
"  pardon  of  our  fault,  and  remission  of  all  penalty,  if  we  give 
"  money  to  procure  the  Papal  indulgence,  and  so  they  omit  the 
"acts  of  true  penitence  and  the  acts  of  due  righteousness."  p.  118. 

Again  (p.  91).  "Oh,  how  often  have  I  heard  worldly  and 
carnal  livers  say,  boastingly,  '  I  fear  not  to  rob  men,  to  get  gain  as 
I  please,  to  defraud  widows  and  the  poor ;  for  however  badly  I 
shall  act  I  can  get  plenary  remission  of  sin  and  of  punishment  by 
visiting  such  a  Church,  and  by  an  offering  of  money.' " 

Shameful  and  shameless  cupidity  was  rife,  such  as  was  exhibited 
in  the  Arch-diocese  of  York,  when  it  was  ordered  by  the  Arch- 
bishop that  none  should  be  absolved,  however  penitent,  who  did 
not  contribute  a  fitting  sum  to  the  fabric  of  the  Cathedral  Church 
(pp.  12J-123). 

He  complains  bitterly  that  the  Popes  used  to  sell  English 
benefices  and  English  sees,  and  to  draw  a  large  part  of  their 
revenue  from  this  abuse.  "  I  know  it,"  he  writes,  "  to  be  a  thing 
commonly  practised  in  England,  that  great  and  wealthy  persons, 
never  elected  to  any  dignity  in  the  Church,  obtain  from  the  King 
permission  to  accept  a  Papal  provision  of  some  dignity,  and  so 
by  means  of  large  sums  of  money  sent  to  Rome,  and  by  the 
Pope's  provisions,  become  Bishops.  In  the  same  way  others  get 
to  be  Deans  of  Cathedrals." 

He  exclaims,  "  Rome  has  been  the  principal  wild  boar  to  lay 
waste  the  vineyard  of  the  Church  by  reserving  to  itself  the  elec- 
tion of  Bishops,  so  as  not  to  give  an  Episcopal  Church  to  any 
save  they  first  pay  the  annates,  or  first-fruits  of  the  Church." 

The  absolute  paralysis  of  all  discipline,  caused  by  vexatious 
interference  of  the  Roman  Curia  at  every  turn  of  ecclesiastical 
life,  so  as  to  secure  gain,  was,  throughout  the  middle  ages,  the 
principal  cause  of  the  corruption  and  utter  weakness  into  which 
the  Church  of  England  fell. 

In  a  sermon  on  the  Streams  of  Babylon  he  laments  that  seven 
mighty  evils,  like  seven  streams,  drown  many  in  sins  and  punish- 
ments—  the  streams  being  atrocious  ecclesiastical  abuses  finding 
support  from  Rome. 

He  draws  a  heart-rending  picture  of  the  luxury,  indolence  and 
corrupt  life  of  the  clergy  of  all  ranks,  and  of  its  baneful  effect 
upon  the  laity. 

Church  Quarterly  Review,  A^rW,  i%St^.  Article,  "  Gascoigne's 
Theological  Dictionary." 
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M.  —  Page  60. 
From  T/ic  CJnirch  Press,  N.  Y.,  June  13,  1885: 

"Church  Work  in  Cuba. — The  Bishop  of  Florida  has  issued  a  report  of 
his  second  visitation  of  our  Missions  in  Cuoa.  It  is  an  interesting  document, 
and  will  repay  perusal.  As  an  introduction  to  this  report,  the  Bishop  men- 
tions a  few  facts  which  he  would  '  especially  emphasize'  before  the  Church. 
The  first  is  the  earnest  and  universal  desire  of  the  masses  of  the  people  in  all 
parta  of  the  island  for  the  establishment  of  our  services.  Tn  Cuba,  a:  in  other 
Central  and  South  American  States  inhabited  by  the  Latin  race,  they  are 
tired  and  disgusted  with  the  priesthood  and  whole  characteristic  system  of  the 
Church  of  Rome.  *  *  *  *  We  have  full  toleration  in  Cuba,  with  the 
prayerful  importunities  of  the  people  everywhere  for  our  services.  *  *  *  ■•«■ 
The  Cubans  want  our  Church,  and  if  they  can  get  it  v  '  have  nothing  else. 
*  *  *  *  Still  another  encouraging  feature  of  our  work  is  the  number  of 
young  men  of  good  education,  the  highest  respectability,  and  devout  disposi- 
tions, who  are  oftiering  themselves  for  the  ministry  ;  so  that  if  the  work  goes 
on  we  will  have  in  a  few  years  a  native  ministry  of  our  own  training,  instead 
of  passd  and  renegade  Koman  priests  to  serve  our  congregations." 


The  following  account  from  Church  and  Home  gives  some 
idea  of  how  many  are  forsaking  Romanism  for  the  healthier 
atmosphere  of  the  English  Church  : 

"  Hisiiop  Young  reached  Havana  February  24,  1885,  and  was  met  by  dele- 
gations from  five  vestries.  Only  two  missionaries  of  our  Church  are  actively 
engaged  in  these  missions,  the  Kev.  Juan  B.  Baez,  presbyter,  and  Mr.  Albert 
Diaz,  lay  render.  But  the  result  of  their  labors  is  very  wonderful,  as  shown 
by  the  Bishop's  visitation,  when  congregations  were  crowded  to  discomfort, 
the  interest  very  great,  and  confirmation  classes  exceedingly  large.  In  Geth- 
semane  Chapel,  Havana,  March  1,  eighty  were  confirmed.  At  Guanabacoa, 
six  miles  east  of  Havana,  March  4,  the  chapel  was  full  of  people,  the  street 
full  and  almost  crushing  into  the  building,  restrained  with  difficulty  by  police- 
men. Ninety-six  received  the  '  laying  on  of  hands,'  and  fbrty  others  were 
prevented  from  receiving  the  rite,  being  unable  to  n)ake  their  way  through 
the  crowd  to  the  chancel  rail.  On  Sunday,  March  8,  seventy-four  were  con- 
firmed in  Mantanzas.  Altogether  three  hundred  and  twenty-five  were  con- 
firmed in  six  congregations.  Last  year  one  hundred  and  sixteen  were  cor- 
firmed  in  two  congregations." 

That  is  a  total  of  441  confirmed.  How  many  came  over  already 
confirmed  is  not  recorded. 


N.  —  Page  6j. 

The  Pope  and  the  Irish  R.  C.  Clergy. — A  correspondent 

of  the  St.  James's  Gazette ,  May,  1885,  writes  : 

"  Private  letters  from  Rome  inform  me  that  the  Pope  has  expressed  himself 
very  strongly  regarding  the  conduct  of  the  Irish  clergy  when  the  Prince  of 
Wales  visited  Dublin.  The  Holy  Father  says  it  is  a  disgrtice  to  the  Church 
that  the  Bishops  and  Priests  were  the  one  only  corporate  body  in  the  country  that 
did  -iiof  send  a  deputation  to  welcome  H.  R-  H.  He  says  truly  enough  that 
whereas  under  the  British  rule  the  Church  enjoys  far  more  liberty  of  action 
than  under  any  other  Government  in  Europe,  and  is  never  interfered  witii  in  any 
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way,  the  Irwh  prelates  and  priests  ouglit  to  have  seized  the  opportunity  of 
shewing  their  loyalty  ;  whereas  they  have  held  aloof,  and  have  tacitly  shewn 
their  approbation  of  what  the  avowed  revolutionists  in  Ireland  are  doing. 
There  are  now  in  Rome  a  number  of  Irish  Bishops ;  and  it  is  rei)orted  in 
clerical  circles  that  Leo  XIII.  intends  sjieaking  very  plainly  to  them  respect- 
ing their  duties  to  the  Government  under  which  they  live,  before  they  return 
to  their  own  country  ;  and  it  is  by  no  means  improbable  that  at  Whitsuntide 
he  may  issue  a  pastoral  letter  on  the  subject." 


O.  —  Preface. 

The  answers  referred  to  are  mostly  disposed  of  in  the  fore- 
going letters  to  "Cleophas"  and  "Veritas,"  but  among  them 
appeared  the  following  astounding  solution  of  Ques.  4,  page  i : 
"  Owing  to  the  hatred  against  Christians,  St.  Paul,  like  the  Apos- 
"  ties  and  all  early  Christian  writers,  were  reticent  about  persons, 
"  not  wishing  to  expose  them  to  danger." 

A  manuscript  reply  was  sent  to  this,  showing  that  the  writer  — 
to  take  the  most  charitable  view  of  the  matter  —  must  have  been 
lamentably  ignorant  of  the  New  Testament  Epistles,  and  guilty  of 
an  astonishing  anachronism,  since  St.  Paul's  Epistles  are  crowded 
with  names,  merely  in  kindly  salutations,  which  did  not  expose 
their  owners  to  danger,  because  the  times  of  severe  persecution 
had  not  yet  arrived  when  the  Epistles  were  written,  and  which  did 
make  sub- Apostolic  writers  careful  to  avoid  mention  of  names. 
The  references  given  in  proof  of  this  statement  were  — 

Corinthians — Fifteen  names  mentioned  and  one  household. 

Colossians — Ten  names  and  one  household. 

2  Timothy— ^Sixteen  names. 

Romans — Thirty-seven  names  —  three  congregations  and  two 
households.  From  these  it  appears  that  the  letter  in  which  the 
Apostle  ought  to  have  been  most  "  reticent  about  persons,"  as  being 
addressed  to  St.  Peter's  Church,  situated  in  the  place  which  soon 
became  a  chief  centre  of  violent  persecutions,  is  the  very  one 
selected  by  St.  Paul  wherein  to  catalogue  the  names  of  converts. 
It  contains  the  most  gratuitous  mention  of  the  names  of 
twenty-nine  persons  in  Rome,  two  of  note  among  the  Apostles 
(xvi.  7),  of  three  Churches  or  assemblies  which  were  wont  to  meet 
at  certain  of  the  larger  private  oratories,  and  two  households,  while 
at  the  same  time  mention  is  made  of  the  names  of  eight  persons 
sending  greetings.  In  some  instances,  St.  Paul  actually  mentions 
the  occupations  of  the  Christians  named.  So  that  it  was  certainly 
very  cruel  of  St.  Paul,  if  what  the  Roman  writer  says  be  correct, 
to  hand  over  so  many  excellent  Christians  to  the  executioner 
from  mere  gaiety  of  heart  in  sending  greetings,  while  he  was 
too  concerned  for  St.  Peter's  safety  to  give  the  slighest  hint  of 
his  presence  or  work  among  them. 


